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cnece table,
talk.

I spent some time in Vietnam this fall.
I talked to a good many troops because
T went up into the forests and the jungles
where they were fighting. I can report to
you that the morale of those troops out
there, as far as I was able to ascertain it,
is better than the morale of some of the
people who are marching here and burn-
ing draft cards and holding sit-ins and
leach-ins here. The only complaint I
heard out there among these troops was,
“What is wrong with some of these people
back home? Yes, and what is wrong with
some Congressmen who are holding
forums for these people to air their views
making the North Vietnamese beclieve
that we do want to quit?” Some People
say, “Well, if we do not get out of there
Communist China is going to come in.”
I talked to a good many people in Hong
Kong, Bangkok and Vietnam itself and
almost universally they say that if we
make it perfectly clear to Peiping that if
they do come in that same afternoon
their atom-bomb-making complex will
disappear from the face of the earth,
then they will not come in. The reason
for that is these Chinese I talked to say-—
and some of them visit Red China occa-
sionally—that the Chinese Communist
leaders believe and are planning on a 50-
year program to get enough atom bombs
to annihilate the rest of the world. They
will do anything to keep from having
their atom bomb apparatus immobilized,
They said. and I believe it is true, that if
we make ii perfectly clear to Peiping that
the first time a Chinese soldier is found
cngaged in combat that that atom bomb
complex will disappear—and we can
make it disappear with one Polaris mis-
sile—then they will think a long time
before coming in. If they do come in I
think we ought to use every weapon we
have to stop them in their tracks as Mr.
Truman had the courage to use the ulti-
mate weapon in the war against Japan
and thereby save 1 million American cas-
ualties. I do not advocate the use of any
terrible weapon lightly. I do not want to
see any noncombatants, women and chil.-
dren, killed. However, as the Secretary
of State said last week, what is the differ-
ence between a bomb dropped from an
airplane which kills civilians and a bomb
delivered on a bieycle or in a Renault
which kills as high as 50 or 69 women and
children in Saigon. I cannot malke the
distinction and I cannot get as upset as
some of the people do who seem to have
a double standard.

Their attitude is that it is not fair to
do anything to North Vietnam but it ig
perfectly fair for North Vietnam to do
anything they want to do to the civilians
of South Vietnam.

I support the President in this and I
hope the card burners and the marchers
will also decide to close ranks and sup-
port the United States of America.

The other side refused to

PERSONAL ANNOUNCEMENT

(Mr. FOLEY asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute.)
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Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, on Jan-
uary 27, I was unavoidably absent during
rollcall No. 3. Had I been present, I
would have'voted “yea.” ’

\J /\J‘L/ VIETNAM

(Mr. FOLEY asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 min-
ute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, as an in-
dividual Member of the House of Rep-
resentatives I wrote to the President last
week and expressed my full zupport in
the event he found it necessary to resume
the bombing of North Vietnam.

As T stated in that letter. it is the
President, and he alone as Commander
in Chief who has the responsibility and
the right to make this momentous de-
cision. It is clear that the decision has
been made, after the most eareful anal-
ysis of all the relevant facts at issue
and with the deepest resolution on his
part, not only to maintain the freedom
and the integrity of South Victnam but
to seek every honorable means of restor-
ing peace in southeast Asia.

I am convinced, Mr. Speaker. that the
President’s action will have the support
of the overwhelming majority of the
American people of both partics here in
the Congress and throughout the
country.

PROBLEMS OF APPALACHIA

(Mr. PERKINS asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
body of the REcorp and to include a news-
paper article.)

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Speaker, the
problems of Appalachia have been of con-
cern to this Congress for some time and
we have taken a number of logislative
actions to assist that section as well as
other depressed areas. Therefore, T be-
lieve you will share my pleasure in know-
ing about one of the very fine and hope-
ful things that is happening in my State
as a result of some of this legis'ation.

I refer specifically to the work experi-
ence and training program which was
started the winter of 1963-64 in 9 coun-
ties of Kentueky and is now opera ting in
19 counties. The Federal laws which
made this program possible are the 1962
amendments to the Social Security Act
and the Economic Opportunity Act of
1965. The program is designed to help
needy families become self-suporting and
is administered by the Welfare Admini-
stration of the Department of Health,
Edueation, and Welfare in cosperation
with the Kentucky Department of Eco-
nomic Security. This program has
built-in safeguards—including m crit-sys-
tem appeinted personnel—to assure that
its benefits reach those who need them
most and that it is operated in ways that
will help them most.

Today, I was notified by the Welfare
Administration that a grant of $13.4 mil-
lion has just been anproved to enable the
niine counties, where the program started,
to carry it on for another year. The 10
other counties, which started later, are
still operating on their original prants.
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I want to take just a few minutes of
your time to tell you why the approval
of this grant today was especially good
news to me, why I believe it will be
equally good news to you, and why I know
that to several thousand families in Ken-
tucky, it is not merely good news but
almost literally lifesaving news.

The people I am talking about live
where I live in the most remote hill sec-
tions of eastern Kentucky., Their plight
has been my chief concern since I have
been a Member of Congress, but every
legislative proposal designed to provide
brograms of educational, employment,
economic development assistance for the
most part have been sidetracked and by-
passed until the very recent sessions of
the Congress. The plight of people living
in these regions has been the focus of
nationwide attention thanks to the excel-
lent reportorial services of the New York
Times and the Louisville Courier Journe.l
who went into these sections and ex-
posed the many, many families who were
living on the razoredge of starvation.

As I have said, I have been anxiously
concerned about the plight of these fami-
lies who could look forward to little mora
than more hunger, more deprivation, and
more hopeless years of unemployment.
Regular grant-in-aid programs fashion-
ed for the Nation as a whole seem to
bypass and do little for this arca. As a
consequence, I have worked actively for
national attention to the specific prob-
lems of the area throush specific pro-
grams to cope with educational and eco-
nomic needs of this isolated region o?f
our Nation. A regions I might add,
which is vast in many natural resources
not yet developed.

Many of the mothers and fathers in
those families could not .read or write
and their children were growing up the
same way. You can not send ragged,
half-sick, half-starved children off to
school and even if you do, they are in no
shape to learn. Other factors contribute
to providing barriers to education not the
least of which is the deplorable lack of
roads.

For over 6,000 of the most desperate
of those families, the winter of 1966 is
very different from the winter of 1963
because of the work experience and
training program. Unfortunately, that
change has often been described by a
phrase that distorts its real meaning—
“happy pappies.” Yet in a literal serise,
the description is true. These men are
happy.

They are happy because their chil-
dren—some 23,000 of them-—go off to
school every morning with a breakfast
under their belts and with shoes on
their feet and warm coats on their
backs. Most of these families still live
far below the poverty line of $3,000 a
year but now they at least have the barc
essentials.

They are happy because they know
that if anyone in the family is sick, he
will get attention—and many of them
can remember when loved ones suffered,
perhaps even died, for lack of such
attention.

But most of all, these fathers sre
happy because they can look to a
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dump of unsightly debris, graveled the drive,
gathered and burned trash in one spot, and
built a wide unloading area. Formerly trucks
and cars did not have enough room to turn
after unloading trash at the dump.

Most of the jobs would have gone undone
or would have had to walt had it not been for
the program. -

But in the long run, only time will tell
how successful the new program will be In
teaching participants to actually become
steady wage earners. The 24 who currently
have progressed to traneeships is not a large
percentage of the 171 on the program.

And always there s the possibility that a
private employer will be tempted to take ad-
vantage of the program to obtain free labor
for sorme menial task under the pretext of
teaching the worker specific work skills.

In the end much of the program’s future
value to the public will depend on the alert-
ness of officials in fAinding worthwhile jobs
for the men, and citizens in calling attention
to jobs that need doing.

VIETNAM

(Mr. ROGERS of Florida asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
the President’s announcement to resume
the bombing of North Vietnam is sym-
bolic of this Nations determination to
keep its commitment in southeast Asia.
President Johnson has kept all doors to
negotiations open in an effort to bring
about a peaceful settlement to the prob-
lems of South Vietnam. Yet the Com-
munist aggressors have both rejected and
maligned his repeated pleas for peace.
In the face of their unwillingness to dis-
cuss on any level the complex problems
which the world is faced with, President
Johnson has made the right decision.

During the Iull in U.S. bombing the
Communists have been given the chance
to repair damage and replinish supbplies
which had been destroyed by. previous
American raids. The current U.S, ef-
forts should spare no military target of
strategic importance. I urge the Presi-
dent to render ineffective the vital North
Vietnamese supply port of Hiaphonsg.

The port of Haiphong should not be-
come a sanctuary as the Yalu River did in
North Korea. 'The port of Halphong is
currently the main port of supply for the
aggressive forces of North Vietham and
so long as it continues to be the conduit
of aggression, it should receive priority
consideration and be rendered inopera-
tive.

VIETNAM

(Mr. HOSMER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.y

Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Speaker, I ap-
prove of this decision of the President to
resume the bombing, but I think it ought
to be given an assessment of actually
what it is. Despite all the leaks from
the White House during the past few
days about all the “To be or not to be”
soliloquizing going on down there, I do
not think it is anything that we should
go into emotional orbit about. The pro-
longed “Be kind to Hanoi week’” which
stretched out to 5 weeks and 2 days sim~
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ply did not accomplish its objective. It
was a faillure and it was time to stop 1t
and take another tack. And, now that
we are going to do so I think we should
also take realistic stock of the success or
failure of the bombing as it was carried
on up to the Christmas holidays. It was
suposed to, first, slow down the infiltra-
tion of North Vietnamese military units
into the South and, second, raise the
price of the war in the North to the point
where they would determine to cease
their aggressions. That bombing failed
utterly to accomplish either of those two
purposes. So the score so far is two
failures in a row and again I say it is

nothing to go into a state of euphoria-

about as so much of this Presidential
adulation seems to indicate.

Instead we had better do some hard
thinking asbout what kind of bombing
we ought to be doing from here on out

‘to accomplish the objectives we have set

instead of failing to accomplish them,
If we are thinking about doing some-
thing which will discourage them from
doing the things the President, Secre-
tary MceNamarra, and Secretary Rusk say
we are trying to discourage them from
doing, we should realistically admit that
the use of TNT bombs on targets we
have thus far selected has failed of its
purpose. A repetition of that kind of
action should not prove any more suc-
cessful in the future than it has been in
the past. I am not thinking in terms of
blowing up Hanoi and Haiphong or
using atom bombs, but I am thinking in
terms of using some intelligent analysis
to determine what kind of targets are
meaningful to those people and using
some creative imagination to determine
what kind of ammunition should be used
against those targets to succeed in
achieving our purpose. Both the targets
and the ammunition may turn out to be
quite unconventional. I shall say more
about them in the near future. The
point I want to make now is that if civil-
ians in Washington are going to inslst
on running this war without paying any
attention to the advice of the military,
then they should start to make sense
about the way we fight it and stop mis-
managing 1t before they turn it into a
flasco. They should stop fighting the
last war, which this one is not. They
should stop thinking about the war as a
conventional war which it is not and
start thinking about it as the unconven-
tional war it is. If they do so intelli-
gently and imaginatively, that will bring
us victory and we will not have to fight
forever to get it.

THE SPACE PROGRAM---MESSAGE
FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE
UNITED STATES (H. DOC. NO. 371)
The SPEAKER lald before the House

the following message from the Presi-

dent of the United States; which was
read, and, together with the accompany-
ing papers, referred to the Committee on

Science and Astronautics and ordered to-

be printed with illustrations:

To the Congress of the United States:
The record of Americah accomplish-
ments in aeronautics and space during
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1965 shows it to have been the most suc-
cessful year in our history.

More spacecraft were orbited than in
any previous year. Five manned Gem-
ini flights were successfully launched.

Our astronauts spent more hours in
space than were flown by all of our
manned spacecraft until 1965. Ten as-
tronauts logged a total of 1,297 hours, 42
minutes in space.

The five manned flights suceessfully
achieved included a walk in space, and
the first rendezvous between two manned
spacecrafts.

A scientific spacecraft completed a
325-million-mile, 228-day trip to Mars.
Mariner 4 thereby gave manking its first
closeup view of another planet.

The Ranger series, begun in 1961,
reached its zenith with two trips to the
moon that yielded 13,000 closeup pie-
tures of that planet. The entire Ranger
series produced 17,000 photographs of
the moon’s surface which are being
studied now by experts throughout the
world. .

Equally important were the contribu-
tions of our space program to life here
on earth., Launching of Early Bird, the
first commercial communication satellite
brought us measurably closer to the goal
of instantaneous communication between
all points on the globe. Research and de-
velopment in our space program con-
tinued to speed progress in medicine, in
weather prediction, in electronics—and,
indeed, in virtually every aspect of Amer-
ican science and technology.

As our space program continues, the
impact of its developments on everyday
life becomes daily more evidenit. It con-
tinues to stimulate our education, im-
prove our material well-being, and
broaden the horizons of knowledge. Itis
also a powerful force for peace.

The space program of the United
States today is the largest effort ever un-
dertaken by any nation to advance the
frontiers of human knowledge. What we
are discovering and building today will
help solve many of the great problems
which an increasingly complex and
heavily populated world will face tomor-
TOW.

The year 1865—the year of Gemini,
Ranger, and Mariner-—is a brilliant pref-
ace to the coming years of Apollo, sta-
tions in space, and voyages to the planets.
I have great pride and pleasure in trans-
mitting this remarkable record to the
Congress that, through its enthusiastic
support, has made possible.

LyNpON B. JOHNSON.
Tug WHITE HoUSE, January 31, 1966.

FIFTEENTH ANNUAL REPORT OF NA-
TIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION—
MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT
OF THE UNITED STATES (H. DOC.
NO., 372)

The SPEAKER laid before the House
the following message from the Presi-
dent of the United States; which was
read and, together with the accompany-
ing papers, referred to the Committee on
Science and Astronautics and ordered to
be printed, with illustrations;
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To the Conaress of the United States:

I said in my state of the Union message
this year that, “We must change to mas-
ter change.”

Failing that, this Nation will surely
become a casualty to the relentless tide
of history. For in assessing our pros-
pects, we must remember that mankind
fzeces not one but many possible futures.
Which future our children’s children en-
jey—or cndure—depends in large meas-
urc on our ability to adjust to the needs
of the times.

But change comes not of itself. Nei-
tier the requirement for change nor the
desire for change will sce us through.
In a complex world—growing more com-
plex every year—only knowledge can
keep us apace.

We must achieve a better understand-
ing of our environment and our place in
that environment.

We must continue to unlock the secrets
of the earth below us, the sea around us,
and the heavens ahove us.

And we must intensify our search
into the very meaning of life itself.

It is not too much to say that every
aspect of our lives will be affected by
the suecess of this effort. The military
and economic strength of our Nation, and
the health, the happiness, and the wel-
fare of our citizens all are profoundly
influenced by the limits—and potentiali~
ties—of our scientifie program.

In the furtherance of this program, no
organization, agency or institution has
had a more profound or lasting influence
than the National Science Foundation.
The establishment of this Foundation by
the Congress, 15 years ago, was one of the
soundest investments this Nation ever
made.

In the field of basic research, many of
the major scientific breakthroughs of
our time would have been impossible—or
at the very least, much longer in com-
ing—had it not been for National Science
PFoundation grants in the basic sciences.

In the field of education, it is enough
to say that more than half of all our high
school teachers have now received vital
refresher training through the Founda-
tion’s education program.

In the classrooms, the Foundation has
played a major role in modernizing
scientific curricula to make them respon-
sive to our age.

And in a more recent activity, the
Youndation has launched a program f.o
strengthen the science departments of
many of our smaller universities
throughout the Nation by providing new
laboratories, modern equipment, and fel-
lowships to promising graduate students.

Tt should be emphasized that the role
of the National Science Foundation is to
aid, not to arbitrate. But through its
aid—skillfully administered and inte!-
ligently applied—it has brought Ameri-
can science to a new level of excellence,

This, the 15th Annual Report of the
National Science Foundation, reflects
another year of scientific growth and
brogress, and I am pleased to commend
it to the attention of the Congress. It
2{;1111“1‘01“5 the past and illuminates the fu-

ure.
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It is the story of change--to master
change.
LyNDON B. JOHNSON.
TuE WHITE HousEg, January 29, 1966.

COMMUNICATION FROM THE HON-
ORABLE OREN HARRIS

The SPEAKER laid before the House
the following communication from the
Honorable OREN HarRiS:

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
HOUSE OF R}:PRESENT.".’T‘TVES,
Washington, D.C., Junua-y 27, 19686,
Hon. Jorrnw W. McCORMACK,
Speaker of the House of Repres-ntatives,
Wasnington, D.C.

My Drar MRr. Sreaxer: I have the solemn
duty to inform you that I have this day
transmitted to the Honorable Orval E. Fau-
bus, Governor of Arkansas, my resignation
as o Representative in the Conuress of the
United States from the Fourth District of
Arkansos, effective at the close of business
February 2, 1966.

Although I look forward to assuming a
new status in life as Federal judge of the
Eastern and Western Districts of Arkansas,
it is with deep feeling that I leave the House
of Representatives. I am grateful for the
privilege of the association during my years
in this great institution. It has been a rich
and rewarding experience for Mre. Harris and
me, which we shall always cherich.

May the providence of God sustain you and
every Member throughout the ye:rs ahead.

ITumbly and gratefully, I remains always

Sincerely yours,

ORrREN HUA:RRIS,
Member of Congress.
Enclosure,

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATE:,
HOUSE OF REPRESENTAIVES,
Washington, D.C., Jenuary 27, 1966.
Hon. OrvaL E. FAUBUS,
Governor, State of Arkansas,
Little Rock, Ark.

My Drar GOVERNOR: It is with mixed feel-
ings and a sense of pride that I hereby ten-
der to you my resignation as a Member of the
House of Representatives in tho Congress
of the United States from the Fourth District
of Arkansas, effective at the clese of busi-
ness February 2, 1966, This is pursuant to
our understanding when I visited with you in
the hospital in Little Rock, De:cmber 21,
1965.

As you are aware, I will become U.S. dis-
trict judge for the Eastern and Wostern Dis-
tricts of Arkansas at 11 a.m. Thursday, Feb-
ruary 3, in my hometown, El Dorado, Ark.

I am humbly grateful for the special hon-
or and privilege of having served our State
and district in the Congress for these 25 years
and 1 month. It has been a Joy to me and
my family to have had the association dur-
ing these years, which we shall ever cherish.

I want o thank you for the courtesies you
have always extended to me, as well as the
cooperation In our efforts to serve the people
of our State of Arkansas.

With genuine respect and esteem, I am

Sincerely yours,
OrEN Hatnrs,
Member of Congress.

RESUMPTION OF BOMEING
IN NORTH VIETNAM
(Mr. CALLAWAY (at the request of
Mr. HaLL) was granted permission to ex-~
tend his remarks at this point in the

?Econn and to include extrancous mat-
er.)

T a Y FUT R e easee R 0f B G G RPPE 7 B0 04

January 31, 1966

Mr. CALLAWAY. Mr. Speaker, I cor-
mend the President on his decision to
resume hombing over North Vietnam
fecling that under the circumstancos,
this was the right and only choice to
malke. This Nation sincerely warts
peace, but knows full well that appease-
ment is not the answer. Only throu—h
strength and firmness in the face of a7z«
gression can we truly achieve the pcace
we seck, and therefore I am convinc:d
that this decision is a necessary and po:i~
tive step toward winning the war. Morz-
over, this action is needed to back up the
efforts of our fighting men. I have long
caid that in committing vast numbeors of
troops to fight and die in Vietnam, we
are honor and duty bound to back them
up in every way we can. Let us hope that
this decision is only a first step towa-~d
the full military backing needed to win
this war, and that it will be followed by a
further step—the closing of Haiphonz—
that is so yita.l to victory in Asia.

N}j CUTRATE BENEFTTS FOR OUR
VIETNAM VETERANS

(Mr. RANDALL asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at tris
point in the REcorp and include extra-
neous matter.)

Mr. RANDAILL. Mr. Speaker, the
House Veterans’ Affairs Committee faces
a large stack of bills that have been ra-
cently iniroduced relating to propasad
benefits for what is improperly described
as our cold war veterans. In some re-
cent, remarks on the floor of the House,
I urged upon the chairman and members
of that committee that the time had come
for more action and less talk both by the
committee and the Congress, to provide
too long delayed benefits for those who
are now serving in some hot spots of the
cold war.

Our Velerans' Affairs Committee hus
a big job, if it does nothing more than
compare the provisions of more than 1¢0
such bills already introduced in the §3th
Congress. Very few of these bills are
identical. They differ as to effective
dates, eligibility, termination dates, and
the extent of benefits provided.

The several bills can be divided into
two general classes. First is a group of
bills that follow S. 9, sponsored by Sena-
tor YARBOROUGH, which hag already
passed the Senate and which would pro-
vide benefits for all veterans who served
between January 31, 1855, and July 1,
1867, who have been relcased under ¢on-
ditions other than dishonorable and wh>
have served for a period of more than
130 days. Under this kind of bill, the
benefits for education and training would
be related to length of service. As a rule
of thumb, the formula for entitlement for
education and training would be 1 Y% days
of schooling for each day served since
induction. In other words, 2 years of
service would earn the maximum of 3¢
months as a period of education or train-
ing to which an eligible veteran would be
entitled. Such a formula would seem to
bz fair and equitable and even a lesser
formula which provides 1 day’s education
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for 1 day’s service could not be the sub-
ject of strenuous objection.

Over in another category is a classifi-
cation of bills which generally follow
H.R. 1006 which provides only limited
benefits to persons serving in combat
zones after January 1, 1962. In other
words, benefits are lmited under this
class of bills to those post-Korean vet-
erans who have served 90 days of active
duty in a combat zone. These proposals
are called the “hot spot” bills, The so-
called administration bills heretofore in-
troduced by request are described as low-
cost bills, in that they would limit the
cost to approximately $100 million for
the first year. The so-called high-priced
bills would require expenditures of up to
$275 million for the first year. These
would not be limited to education and
job training, but would include housing
benefits, hospital benefits, job counsel-
ing, placement .rights, numerous other
readjustment benefits, including service-
connected - compensation at wartime
rates, specially equipped automobiles for
those who have lost use of a limb, and
specially built homes designed for those
confined to a wheel chair.

As we observed at the beginning of
these remarks, it is the content or sub-
stance of these bills that is important
rather than any particular title that may
be affixed to any of them. Some are
called Combat Veterans Equalization
Benefits Act. Some are titled Cold War
Readjustment Assistance Act. Others
are called Vietnam Era Veterans Read-
justment Act. But, again, the name or
title is not nearly so important as the
provisions contained for eligibility and
the range of benefits granted.

Mzr. Speaker, I do not think very much
argument is needed to underscore the
necessity that some sort of veterans
benefit bill for those now serving should
receive early approval. It should be a
bill which will contain comprehensive
veteran benefits. These thousands upon
thousands of our young Americans who
are subject to compulsory draft have
been required to interrupt their civillan
pursuits. They should receive henefits
comparable to those received by veterans
of World War IT and the Korean conflict.
Yet, since January 31, 1955, which was
the eutoff date for eligibility under the
Korean GI bill, about the only assistance
the TFederal Government has offered
these post-Korean veterans is unemploy-
ment compensation. .

It is high time to right this inequitable
situation. Those who now serve in our
Armed Forces are being called upon to
share a disproportionate burden of citi-
zenship. While they serve, others near
their age go on preparing for occupa-
tional and professional careers. Enact-
ment of & bill providing for some benefits
is nothing more or less than an act of
justice toward those who are sacrificing
civilian gain for military duty.

Opponents object to the cost. Those
who argue for a slowdown in domestic
spending eontend that no new programs
should be begun, yielding high priority to
funding for Vietnam. Yet these same
persons forget that the cost of an edu-
cation and training program for today’s
servicemen should properly be viewed as
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just one of the necessary costs of the
current war. While on the subject of

the costs, there is a temptation to con-

sider such cost as an outlay that may
never be returned rather than an In-
vestment that will yield big returns. It
is true the original GI bill involved an
outlay of over $15 billion, yet 1t has since
been proven that this bill actually “cost”
the taxpayers nothing. It has been
demonstrated that it generated over $20
billion of new income and that those
who were cducated, according to the
Census Bureau cstimates, are now paying
an extra $1 billion a year in Federal in-
come taxes because of added earnings

directly traceable to their education

made possible by the GI bill.

On the 20th anniversary of the orig-
inal GI bill, which was called the Serv-
ieemen’s Readjustment Act of 1944,
statistics show this bill helped produce
460,000 engineers, 360,000 teachers, 197~
000 in the health field, and 150,000 scien-
tists, as well as 699,000 in business ad-
ministration and 2,500,000 skilled crafts-
men in the trades and industrial pursuits.

If the figure of $1 billion a year In
new or additional income taxes paid be-
cause of the GI bill is correct, then on
the 20th anniversary of the bill, this
would mean $20 billion in new income
from the 7.8 million veterans who re-
ceived benefits of some kind.

Mr. Speaker, it is my intention to pre-
pare for immediagte introduction a bill
which contains a range of benefits com-
parable to those provided for World
War II and Korean veterans., My bill
will propose more liberal eligibility pro-
visions than the combat or hot-spot bills,
with an effective date nearer the Korean
cutoff than most that have been thus far
submitted.

While it is understandable that greater
benefits should be provided for those
serving in “hot spots,” it is very disap-
pointing that a program should be lim-
ited only to such veterans as the admin-
istration measure would propose. Re-
member, these young men had no con-
trol or choice over the area to which they
were assigned. Remember also we plan
to spend several billion more dollars on
our race to the moon. We have already
allocated over $1% billion for the anti-
poverty program. It has been an-
nounced we plan to continue our costly
foreign aid program. Then why is it
we cannot find a way to provide gen-
erous benefits to these young men who
are sent to support our foreign policy
and respect for our flag,

The question might well be asked, TIs
it not wiser to spend national funds to
help a man receive an education than it
is to give him a relief check later as an
untrained and uneducated person who
cannot find a job? The burden of mili-
tary service does not fall on all alike,
The very least a grateful nation can do,
in my judgment, for these young vet-
erans who have lost time from their nor-
mal lives in order to serve their country,
is to provide benefits that they may equip
themselves to reenter the mainstream of
life and live as Americans should—free,
productive, and self-supporting.

This Congress must meet its respon-
sibility to our returning veterans as
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earlier Congresses have done.” The time
has come for less talk and more action.
Now is the time to get on with the job
of passing a good GI hill. Above all, let
us pass a bill that is not a cutrate plece
of legislation, watered down by admin-
istration proposals to omit home or farm
loan provisions and omit also on-the-job
or on-the-farm training provisions.
May there be no radical departure from
the time-honored philosophy expressed
in the previous GI bills which provided
generous benefits for a man’s willingness
to put his life on the line for his Nation.

FEDERAL ACTION NEEDED TO
CRACK DOWN ON HIGHWAY
DEATHS

The SPEAKER. Under previous or-
der of the House, the gentleman from
New York [Mr. HaALPERN] is recoghnized
for 10 minutes.

Mr. HALPERN. Mr. Speaker, it was
my privilege to sexrve for 7 years as ¢hair-
man of the New York State Joint Legis-
lative Committee on Motor Vehicle
Safety, and I am heartened to see that
the programs we initiated then, such as
the driver education program, have
served as models for many other States
But there is a clear need for Federal
action in this area, too, and if we want
to make the 89th Congress a truly his-
toric session, we must enact legislation
to eliminate the carnage on our high-
ways.

There is a definite need for a Federal
role here, for if ever there was an in-
terstate instrument it is the automobile.
Clearly, action at the national level is
needed to effectively supplement State
efforts. I have introduced legislation
to provide a comprehensive Federal pro-
gram to attack the mass murder on our
roads which claims the lives of 1,000
Americans every week. And I urge my
colleagues to join in solving this appal-
ling and ever mounting problem.

My bill, H.R. 9629, is a broad measure
designed to provide the States with the
Federal assistance they require. The
bhill establishes a trafiic safety center
in the Department of Commerce and
assigns it the responsibility for coordi-
nating all Federal and State efforts
toward mitigating traffic accidents. It
provides incentives for States to estab-
lish and improve motor vehicle inspec-
tion and driver education programs;
promotes research and development nec-

‘essary for the production of safer cars;

and lays the groundwork for standardiz-
ing minimum safety requirements, traffic
control devices, accident reporting and
driver licensing. In addition, the bill
would create an Advisory Council on
Highway Traflic Safety, consisting of ex-
perts in the field, to assist in drafting of
national standards.

This legislation is a companion bill to
S. 2231, introduced in the Senate by Sen-
ator RiBicorFr—a great leader in the
cause of traffic safety—and cosponsored
by Senators BarTLETT, LonG of Missouri,
MonpaLE and Typines. I think that the
need for Federal action in this area,
which we have recognized and advocated,
has been clearly corroborated by the in-
tensive investigation of the American

+
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I'rial Lawyers’ Association. T can highly
commend to my colleagues, and to all
who are concerned with this problem, the
Association’s excellent study, “Stop Mur-
der by Motor,” which was just released
this month. I salute the Association’s
P'resident, Mr. Joseph K-tlner, for this
autstanding example of public service,
in this critical area. And I strongly
urge the House Public Works Committee
and the Senate Commerce Committee to
schedule carly hearings on this im-
portant legislation,

One simply cannot cxaggerate the
havoc and the human misecry wrought
by traffic accidents. More Americans
have been killed on our highways in the
last 25 years—1,510,000—than have died
in all the wars from the Revolution up
to Vietnam—605,000. In 1964 alone, 1.7
million Americans were injured in trafiic
accidents-—precisely the same number as
the total hospital beds in the entire
United States. Latest statistics show
that last year’s deaths on U.S. highways
totaled over 50,000. These ever-grow-
ing figures are outrageous, but they are
starkly realistic and something must be
done about it. The time for bold and
forward-looking action is long overdue,
and we must not lose any time in making
an all-out attack on the highway death
toll.

‘I'ne National Highway Traflic Safety
Center, which my bill seeks to establish,
would work with the States in develop-
ing adequate standards of vehicle safety,
strict licensing and inspection require-
ments, and driver education programs
for secondary schools. In 1962-63, only
60 percent of our public schools offered
driver education programs, and only 24
States provided financial support to these
programs. When one considers that
about 8,000 children of secondary school
age reach driving age daily, I think it be-
comes clear that a more determined ef-
fort is required to afford them the in-
struction they need and deserve.

In addition, the Federal Government
must take the lead in establishing uni-
form safety standards for automobiles,
as it has for airplanes and trains. The
recent contribution of $10 million by the
auto industry, to the Highway Safety Re-
search Institute at the University of
Michigan, evidences its recognition of
the fact that more work needs to be done
in the promotion of motor vehicle safety.
Senator GavLordp NELSON has observed
that 87 percent of all accidents occur at,
speeds of 35 miles per hour and below,
and that countless lives cou'd be saved
each year if cars were equipped with
such modest devices as collapsible steer-
ing columns, shoulder harnesses, and
doors which would remain closed in a
crash. Senator Nrrson has long and
actively sponsored legislation to promote
the production of safer cars, and I be-
lieve that his bills, too, represent the
kind of responsible, progressive action
which is needed at the Federal level.

M. Speaker, there is obviously no
panacean solution to this grievous prob-
lem, but a number of excellent measures
have been introduced in this Congress,
all of which take cognizance of the need
for imaginatively conceived and vigor-
ousiy implemented Federal action. The
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need for Federal action is clear beyond
doubt; the nature of this action may re-
quire more precise delineation. I believe,
however, that my bill and those intro-
duced in the Senate, go a long way to-
ward defining the role which the Federal
Government should be playing, and are
specific and thoughtful enough to war-
rant the immediate attention of the an-

propﬁzye committees.
VI

VIETNAM—LET US CLOSIE THE
CREDIBILITY GAP

The SPEAKFR. Under previous
order of the House, the gentleman from
Wisconsin [Mr. Latrp] is recognized for
20 minutes.

Mr. LAIRD. Mr. Speaker, lcaks from
the White House—the principal source
of information these past weeks on de-
velopments in Vietnam-—indicated last
week thatl the administration planned to
return to the policy of bombing selected
targets in North Vietnam. Tho public
relations campaign for this reversal of
policy got underway with a eonference
at the White House between administra-
tion policymakers and leaders of the Con-
gress followed by the announcement
from anonymous informed sources that
most congressional leaders “are taking
a harder position than when they went
home aftcr the last session.”

Some reports suggest that American
troop strength in Vietham will he more
than doubled and could exceed Ly 60 per-
cent or more the number of troops sent
by this Nation to Korea.

Mr. Speaker, I worry—as do our col-
leazues on both sides of the aisiz—about
the conduct of this tragic war in Viet-
nam-—abeout the unexplained shifts of
policy, the starting and stopping of
bombing in the North, the fuilure to
make any real progress after the com-
mitment of 200,000 American troops, the
uncertainty about our objectives, the
failure to divulge information which
those who sacrifice in this war have a
right to be told, and the gap between
what they are told and reality.

After the decision was made to cscalate
this war on the ground, along wilh others
of both major parties, I have made pub-
lic suggestions such as a Kennedy-type
quarantine of North Vietnam. My pur-
pose, whenever I have made such policy
suggestions, has been to urge n course
that would safeguard the freedom and
independence of South Vietnam with a
minimum loss of American lives. No one
can argue against a policy that would
value the lives of our gallant servicemen
s0 highly that not one soldier, not one
sailor, nor one airman would be unneces-
sarily sacrificed. I hope and pray that
the administration will seek to minimize
American casualties in southeast Asia,

On this point serious doubts h:ave been
expressed by responsible public spokes-
men. For example, former Air Force
Chief of Sitaff, Gen. Curtis LeMay, on
October 22, 1965, is reported to have
said that 17.S. actions in Vietnam up to
that time “were getting people killed who
should not be killed.” More recently, re-
liable newsmen on the scene in South
Vietnam have been reporting that the
cessation of air attacks on the North has
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given the enemy the opporfunity to in-
crease and strengthen significantly tha
forces against which American troops
will be fighting.

One columnist, Joseph Alsop, writing
from Saigon in a column published on
January 26, 1966, in the Washington
Post, reports:

The pause for the peace offensive hag al-
lowed all the worst damage to be repaired,
new defenses to be moved into place, and
huge forward stockages to be built up for
added pressure on the south. Thus most
of the fruits of the hard effcrt of the lash
8 months have now been thrown away.

Woerse still, however, has been what may
be called thes morale loss in the north. It i3
a truism that just as the South Vietnamese
build thelir hopes on confidence in America's
strength of will, so the North Vietnamece
build all their hopes on the belief that Amer-
ica lacks the strength of will to survive the
present tect. Every Vietnamese expert in
the service of the U.S. Government agrecs
on this point.

Every sign indicates that the peace offen-
sive has strongly bolstered this North Viet-
namese belief that they can count on vic-
tory in the end, because the United tSates
is basically weak willed.

* * £ * *

Their main response to the peace offensive
has been to push into South Vietnam, with
much aid from the bombing pause, more
and more of North Vietnamese regular troops.
So many are now present in the South that
they add up to a2 major invasion.

» * * » -

When the country is at war with 200.000
troops in the field, the only serious consid-
eration should be the galns and losses in
the war.. And as far as the war is con-
cerned, the balance sheet shows no gain and
much loss.

The Secretary of Defense has acknowl-
edged the serious military loss for the
United States and South Vietham result-
ing from the removal of any effective
military pressure on North Vietnam. He
asserts, however, that “these military
Denalties are a small cost to pay beeause
the United States is achieving the goal of
showing the world that we want peace.”

He does not tell us in specific terms
what the gains and benefits have been so
that we can judge whether they are in
fact adequate compensation for inereased
American casualties. They have not
been cnough to lead any additional na-
tions—even among our SEATO allies—
to send a division or even a company to
fight with American and South Vietna-
mese troops. These gains have not cut
off the flow of goods carried on ships fly-
ing the flags of our allies to North Viet-
nam. What concretely have we gained
by the so-called peace offensive? What
foreign nation that opposed the policy of
the United States before the peace offen-
sive is now ready to endorse it?

Mr. Speaker, all Americans earnestly,
ardently want peace. There are no war-
hawks here. The warhawks are in Ha-
noi, Peiping, and Moscow. To attain
peace without abject surrender of South
Vietnam to the Communists, our enemies
must want peace. Any reading of the
latest Mansfield report would convince
one that Hanol and Peiping do not want
beace now except under terms similar to
the Laos agreement.

Although the Constitution expressly
confers on the Congress the power to de-
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clare war and although this Nation is in
fact at war—as the President has said—
the Congress today finds itself unable to
provide even useful advice to the admin-
istration because it does not know enough
of the facts needed to form valid judg-
ments. .
For 2 years, the press has been predict-
ing a great debate in Congress on Viet-
nam. There has been none. Epithets
such as “McNamara’s war,” ‘‘hawks”

and “doves” have been heard in the Con- -

gress, but little calm and reasoned de-
bate. 'The debate, such as it is, has gone
on in teach-ins and demonstrations,
often by uninformed people substituting
publicity gimmicks for logic.

It is time for this long-deferred debate
to get underway in the Congress. Now,
as policy is again changed, is the appro-
priate hour.

Mr. Speaker, the debate will be con-
structive and informed only if it is be-
gun with a full report from the President
clearly and’specifically stating the Na-
tion’s current objectives in Vietnam, re-

viewing the conduct of the war so far,
and presenting the facts which argue for
and against the various courses of policy
now open to the Natlon in Vietnam.
Perhaps the debate should be stimulated
by a new congresisonal resolution on
Vietham.

The need for a report from the Presi-
dent to the Nation is clear to anyone
who has read the report on Vietnam hy
a group of U.S. Senators headed by the
distinguished majority leader of that
body. This group made its tour of south-
east Asia and conducted its study at the
request of the President. Its report to
the Foreign Relations Committee of the
Senate has been issued under the title,
“The Vietnam Confiict: The Substance
and the Shadow.”

Senator MansrFIELD, who has made
several earlier trips to Vietnam, thought-
fully included in this report as an ap-
pendix the report which he and another
group of Senators made after completing
a similar mission 3 years ago. )

This latest Mansfield report has re-
ceived much attention in the press. Its

conclusions have been characterized
rightly as grim. It concludes by report-
ing: B

The situation, as it now appears, offers
only the very slim prospect of a just set-
tlement by negotiations or the alternative
prospect of a continuance of the conflict In
the direction of a general war on the Aslan
mainland,

It offers little hope of a satisfactory
peace by negotiations and finds “the
only visible alternative” to be “the indefi-

nite expansion and intensification of the -

war which will require continuous in-
troduction of additional U.S. forces.”

I am surprised that this somber assess-
ment has not stirred more alarm than
it has. I am equally surprised that the
administration has expressed no opinion
on the conclusions of this report. If it
is an accurate assessment, I cannot un-
derstand the failure of the administra-
tion to alert the Nation to these grave
dangers before they were reported by
Senator MansrFIELD’'S delegation. If it

is an inacecurate assessment, it is incum-_

bent on the administration to correct its
errors.
The Mansfleld report, if sound in its
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conclusions, I1s a more stinging Indict-
ment of the administration than any
whiech I have encountered.

A comparison of this latest Mansfield

'report with its predecessor of 3 years ago

indicates that substantial Communist
gains took place between the start of 1963
and early 1965. On Fcbruary 25, 1963,
Senator MansrieLp offered this appraisal
of the outlook in South Vietnam:

Success was predicted to the group almost
without exception by responsible Amerlcans
and Vietnamese, in terms of a year or two
hence. The word “success” 18 not easy to de-
fine In a situation such as exists in South
Vietnam. It would mean, at the least, a
reduction of the guerrillas to the polnt where
they would no longer be a serious threat to
the stability of the Republic. If that point
is recached, road and rail communications
would once agaln become reasonably safe.
Local oficlals would no longer live in con-
stant fear of assassination. Rice and other
major commoditles would agaln move in vol-
ume to the citics. Development throughout
the natlon would be feasible. In short, the
sttuation In South Vietnam would become
roughly similar to .that which eventually
emerged in Malaya, and it 1s significant that
a good deal of the present planning in South
Vietnam is based upon the Malayan experti-
ence.

While such a sttuation would fall far short
of the development of a bastion in South
Vietnam, as the objective has been described
on ocecaslon, it would, nevertheless, be ade-
quate to the survival of free Vietnam. It
would not necessarily permit any great re-
ductlon In U.S. aild to the Vietnamese Gov-
ernment for some years, but 1t would, at least,
allow for a.substantlal reduction in the di-
rect support which American forces are now
providing to Vietnamese defense.

Although the 1963 report expresses
some caution about the “rapid accom-
plishment” of these goals, they were
clearly in sight.

What a contrast is the 1966 report. It
describes the situation in South Vietnam
early in 1965 as “near desperate.” It
goes on to say: :

After the assassination of Ngo Dinh Diem,
repeated coups had weakened the coheslve-
ness of the central authority and acted to
stimulate public disaffection and indifference
to the war. At the same time, there was a
greatly accelerated military drive by
strengthened Vietcong forces, Their control
expanded over large areas of the country, par-

- ticularly in provinces adjacent to the western

borders. Communications and transporta-
tion between population centers became in-
creasingly hazardous, except by Vietcong
sufferance. In short, a total collapse of the
Saigon government’s authority appeared 1m-
minent in the early months of 1965.

At present, after the commitment of
200,000 American troops, the Mansfield
renort declares:

The overall control of the country remains

about the same as 1t was at the beginning
of 1965,

Mr. Speaker, I have called this Mans-
fleld report an indictment of the admin-
istration. For example, during the pe-
riod when the optimistic hopes of South
Vietnam were dashed and the situation
became desperate, there was no frank
statement from administration leaders
informing the public of the disaster.
The administration did not revise its
prediction of October 1963 that Ameri-
can troops would be withdrawn by the
end of 1965. The dominant theme of
Presidential utterances was that the
United States would not widen the war,
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and would not send American troops to

"do fighting that Asian troops should do.

The Secretary of State assured the public
that our plans “pointed the way to vie-
tory” and that there was “steady im-
provement” in South Vietnam. .

In January 1965, when according to -
the Mansfield group the Saigon govern-
ment was near “total collapse,” the
President delivered his state of the Union
message assuring the Congress that
things had improved so much on the in-
ternational scene that “today we can
turn increased attention to the charac-
ter of American life.” .

Vietnam received only 140 words in
the 1965 state of the Union message, and
none of them had the tone of urgency.

This year the state of the Union mes~
sage, though wordier about Vietnam,
was again completely devoid of any in-
formation about the progress of the war.

In short, the administration has not
been candid with the American people,
When Ambassador Goldberg publicly
acknowledges that a ‘“crisis of credibil-
ity” hampers the administration, it is
clear that something is seriously wrong
with the administration’s public infor-
mation program. There is nothing
wrong, however, that candor will not
correct.

Let me suggest some of the questions
to which the administration should now
give frank answers:

First. What facts support Secretary
McNamara's recent statement, “We have
stopped losing the war”? When were
we losing it and when did the change
take place?

Second. How miuch, and in what ways,
did the bombing of North Vietnam be-
tween February and December of 1965
impede the military and economic ac-
tivity of the enemy?

Third. What is the balance sheet in
concrete terms of the peace offensive
and the bombing pause? What advan-
tages and what losses have resulted or
will result for the United States and
South Vietham?

Fourth. To what degree are the mili-
tary and economic efforts of North Viet-
nam sustained by goods brought in by
sea? What flags do the ships involved
fiy?

Pifth, Would the administration agree
to an end to hostilities on the basis of
an agreement like that which was
reached on Laos in 1962, giving Com-
munists a place in a coalition govern-
ment and a veto in the commission es-
tablished to supervise the execution of
the agreement?

Mr. Speaker, these are some of the
questions that cry to be answered pub-
licly and authoritatively. With this in-
formation the Congress and the public
could better judge the effectiveness and
wisdom of past administration policy and
aid the administration in moving wisely
in the future.

Unless there is a full report to the Na-
tion on Vietnam, the administration will
find it increasingly difficult to hold the
support and the confidence of the public.

\(VVIETNAM PROBLEM

(Mr. WOLFE (at the request of Mr.
HuncaTE) was granted permission to ex-
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tend his remarks at this point in the Rec-
orD and to include extrancous matter.)

Mr. WOLFF. Mr. Speaker, this is a
sad day indeed.

I'he acknowledgement that all our ef-
forts toward peace have heen of no avail,
and that a resumption of the bombing of
North Vietnam has becen ordered, is a
scrious blow to those of us who have
urged an exhaustive exploration of every
possible chance for negotiations.

Ifowever, at long last, we have overtly
moved toward the United Nations. This
has been the recommendation of many of
us in Congress. As recently as 2 weeks
agZo many of my colleasues and I sent a
letter to the President urging him to put
this problem before the UN. Now that
move has been made. Lef us pray that
this international body will bring under-
standing from the chaos and that we will
sce an end to the Killing and wanton de-
struction wrought by this dreadful war.
Let us hope, as well, that all other im-
pediments to peace are swept aside and
that all parties to the war—Pe’ping,
Hanoi, the National Liberation Front,
and South Vietnam—are brought to the
peace table so that a lasting peace will
ensue.  For this is what we seek—a peace
that will be secured by a mutual under-
standing that brute force and aggression
does not solve problems, but creates
them.

Never before in times of adversity has
there been as much divergence of opinion
within our citizenry. We must insure
that which we fought for in Vietnam—
true freedom--by enlisting the support of
all Americans in common purpose. I
speak for my constituency who truly seek
peace and are concerned lest even the
slightest avenue be overlooked.

As an individual Member of Congress, I
have made three separate trips to Viet-
nam at my own expense to gather as fully
as possible the facts necessary to sustain
informed judgment and appraisal. I
have attended weekly briefings by State
and Defense Department officials and
Joined with his Holiness Pope Paul in
calling for a Christmas truce. I have
been in constant touch with the Presi-
dent, urging that all efforts be extended
in exploring every possible avenue to
peace. I have in progress a survey of the
opinion of the residents of my district to
guide me in renresenting them before the
Congress. I have held four town meet-
ings so that the people in my district can
directly communicate their views to me.
There is no dnor closed between my con-
stituency and my office for residents to
articulate their views in guiding me.
This is the way it must be in a democ-
racy-—and this same procedure must be
Tollowed between our various branches of
Government to honestly interpret the
views of the people of this Nation.

I have made numerous appeals in Con-
gress and have joined my colleagues to
bring reason to bear before precipitous
action, just as today I am again calling
for a coneurrence and full debate by the
House before further escalations are
made and that the 1954 resslution passed
by Congress is not a continuing mandate
but one that requires constant review
with changing cireumstances and condi-
tions. For many, including myself, are

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

nost aware of the full facts involved in ar-
riving at decisions of the greatest im-
portance to our people.

I am gratified to learn from the Presi-
dent’s statement that determined efforts
will continue to explore all possible roads
to npeace.

NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION

(Mr. DADDARIO (at the roquest of
Mr. HuncaTE) was granted permission to
extend his remarks at this point in the
Recerp and to include extraneous
matter.) :

Mr. DADDARIO. Mr. Speaker, during
the past 15 months, through its Subcom-
mittee on Secience, Research, and Da-
velopment, the Science and Astronautics
Committee has conducted a review of the
National Science Foundation. That ac-
tivity has resulted in a report entitled
“The National Science Foundstion: Its
Present and Future,” which is now sub-
mitted to this body as a House report.

The main thrust of the report is sime-
pble. It is based on the premise that a
large portion of our Nation’s welfare in
the future rests with science and tech-
nology—and that a more active and
stronger Foundation will be necessary if
we are to secure that welfare.

The report itself is relatively complex
and sophisticated, if for no other reason
than that it is dealing with complex and
sophisticated matters. Ilence, it at-
tempts to describe some of the back-
ground of government-science relation-
ships and to highlight the current extent
and nature of these relationships as a
basis for its rationale. Indeed, our sub-
committee spent months in studying
these facets before it ever begsn hearw
ings, and the hearings in turn were car-
ried on over a period of 7 weeks.

This is the first general legislative re-
view of the National Science Foundation
since it was founded more than 15 years
ago. It is natural that within that pe-
riod, during a time when there has been
Imore concentrated scientific growth than
in any other period of our history,
changes have occurred which demand
our attention and compel us to close
examination and recommendations in
keeping with the shifting scenc.

There can be no doubt about the im-
portance of the National Science Foun-
dation in a world which looks to us for
leadership. The Viee President, the
Honorable HuBerT H. HumrHREY, placed
this in a most succinet perspective the
other day when he addressed the Com-
mittec’s Panel on Science and Technol-
ogy. He pointed out that the exporta-
tion of knowledge and know-how was as
Important as the exportation of capital
in relieving the ecritical needs of the
the world. This is a proposition with
which few will argue.

We believe that this report contains
important suggestions for strengthening
the National Seience Foundation so that
it may fulfill its unique role in the de-
velopment and growth of knowledge.
We face a challenge in too many ficlds to
enumerate where only knowledge can
provide solutions,

I commend this report to my col-
leagues for their study.
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INDEPENDENT BANKEERS OPPOSIEH
GRAB BY CHASE MANHATTANM
BANK TO FURTHER CENTRALIZL
BANKING IN NEW YORK STATEL
AND FURTHER WEARKEN THE
DUAL EBANKING SYSTEM

(Mr. PATMAN (at the request of Mr.
HuNGATE) was granted permission to ex-
tend his remarks at this peoint in the
Recorp and to include extraneocus mat-
ter.)

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, what witk
a half dozen or more giant banks in New
York with assets exceeding $1 billion, as
well as a Iong history of holding company
operations, it is not inaccurate to say that
banking in the State of New York is tend-
ing more and more toward superconcen-
tration and eventual monopoly.

By at least two separate rulings from
his Office, Comptroller of the Currency
Saxon has given permission for Chase
Manhattan Bank, N.A., a $11 billion
financial behemoth, to acquire the stock.
of the Liberty National Bank & Trust Co.,
of Buifalo, itself with assets of over one-
third of a billion dollars.

The Independent Bankers Association
of America is opposing this shocking and
disturbing move by Chase in the hopes
that independent banking and free com-
petition may not be further eroded in
New York State.

Following is the association’s brief in
opposition to Chase Manhattan’s appli-
cation under the New York holding com-
pany law:

NEW YORK STATE BANKING DEPARTMENT-—
APPLICATION OF CHASE MANEHATTAN Bang,
N.A., PURSTJANT TO SECTION 142(1) (b) or
THE DANKING LAW OF THE STATE OoF Nbow
YorK FOR PRIOR APPROVAL, TO ACQUIRE AT
LEAST 80 PERCENT OF THE CAPITAL STOCK OF
LIBERTY NATIONAL BANK AND TRUST COM-
PANY OF BUFFALG—BRIEF IN OPPOSITION TO
APPLICATION BY INDEPENDENT BANKERS

. ASSCCIATION OF AMERICA

To the Banking Board of the State of New

York:

The Independent Bankers Association of
Amecerica appreciates this opportunity ex-
tended by your chairman, Mr. Frank Wille., to
present its views in this brief in opposition to
this application. The association has a mem-
bership of more than 6,300 banks, including
107 in New York State.

In its 35 years of existence, the IBAA has
stood for the preservation of ccmpetition in
banking and against the devises which lead
to concentration in banking.

Our association and the Independent Barnk-
ers Association of the 12th Feceral Reserve
District wcre active in securing enactment
of the Bank Holding Company Act of 1956.

The IBAA opposes the acquisition pro-
posed In this application because if approved
1t could become a pattern for exXpansion of
the power of large banks not only in Naw
York State but throughout the country.

BASIC CONSIDERATIONS

Section 142(1) (f) states among other fac-
tors, that “the banking board shall take into
consideration * * * primarily, the publicin-
terest and the needs and convenience there-
of.” This factor would appear to exhort the
board to view this broposal in the light of
its impact upon banking customers, not
merely the interest of the banks involved;
in the light of the impact upon the economy
of a repetition of such Proposals. not merely
the effect these may have on ihe banking

structure of the future.

The proposal in this application concerns

two national banks and Involves a device
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cver, interest, rates are too high and léans too
restrictive. We are fully in support of the
efforts of Congressman WRIGHT PATMAN,
chairman of the House Banking and Cur-
rency Committee, to draft legislation to give
Congress a volce in monetary policy now in
almost complete control of the Federal Re-
serve Board.

INTEREST RATE INCREASES

{Mr. PATMAN (at the request of Mr.
IluncaTE) was granted permission to ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
Recorn and to include extraneous mat-
ter)

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, Federal
Reserve Board’s action raising interest
rates on December 3 shocked the entire
Nation.

The people were appalled at the ability
of a bare majority of the Federal Reserve
to completely thumb its nose at the Presi-
dent and to take action to slow down or
destroy much of the Great Socicty pro-
gram.

Much of the dismay and deep concern
over the Federal Reserve's arrogant ac-
tion was reflected in the Nation’s press.
Many columnists spoke out eloquently
against the action. In particular, I
commend to my colleagues the following
articles from the Washington Post and
the New York Times:

{From the Washington (D.C.} Post, Dec. 12,
1065]
FED INDFPENDENCE WoRRIED JF.K.
{By Hobart Rowen)

A% the Democratic Convention in YLos An-
peles in 1960, one question that worried can-
didate John F. Kennedy's advisers was how
can we handle Federal Reserve Chairman
William McChesney Martin if he balks at the
New Frontier program?

Inasmuch as the FEisenhower years had
heen dominated by Martin's tight money
policy, the Kennedy men assumed that some
drastic measures might be in order.

With the brashness of Inexperience, some
of the Kennedy “mafia’” suggested that Mar-
tin be fired. outright. But others in the brain
Lrust evolved a more complicated and the-
oretically more practical plan for a super co-
ordinating committee, similar to the Na-
slonal Securlty Council, which would estab-
iish a uniform economic policy.

When publicized, the plan agitated the
banking and business communities. But
Wr. Xennedy abandoned this awkward
scheme for the simple reason that Martin
«lid not try to run a course independent of
the White House. 7¥.Jke Mr. Kennedy’'s own
cconomie advisers, Martin was concerned by
Leavy unemployment and idle plants.

And while he never fostered a money
policy as easy as Representative WricHT
Parman would have desired he didn’t return
to the automatic tight money posture of the
Eisenhower days. 50 no club was needed,
and Martin joined amiably with three other
kay presidential advisers In what has becotne
kitawn as the “quadriad.”

Al of this is relevant because the divided
ccurse that Mr. Rennedy’s advisers feared in
1460 has finally come to pass—5 years later—
under President Johnson. The President,
alvnough mindful of economic factors that
held an inflationary paotential, doesn't think
the time has come ta put on the brakes.

Martin, on the other hand, convinced by
ihz opposite analysis, has moved to tighten
inoney, s0 as to head off inflationary prices
“before they have become full blown and the
damage has been done.”

The upshot is that a coordinated monetary
and fiseal policy, so successful since 1961, is
shattered—for the moment, anyway.

No one yet knows what really will hap-
pen, because much will depend on just how
much credit the Federal Reserve feeds into
the banking system.

The Fed ecan tighten up the supply of
money by selling securities on the open rmar-
ket. That drains money from the banks—
money they otherwise could lend.

The Fed, on the other hand, can increase
the money supply by buying securitles, thus
pumping cash into the banks,

When the Fed raised the discount rate
last weekend it underscored this part of
its announcement: “The action contemplates,
however, the continued provision of addi-
tional reserves to the banking system, in
amounts sufficient to meet seasonal prezsures
as well as the credit needs of an expanding
econorny without promoting inflationary
pressures,”

This has been confusing to some poople.
If the Fed’s game is to slow down the
economy, why does 1t raise interest rates on
the one hand, but insist that it will provide
additional reserves? It seems, at first blush,
to be a meaningless exercise in which the
amount of money remains the same—but at
higher cost to everyone, to the pleasure of
no one but the hanks.

The rationale of the majority at the Fed is
that the higher rate will choke off some
marginal plans for business expansion. But
in view of the escalating Vietnam war, the
relatively small increase in the cost of bor-
rowing isn't likely to deter many business-
men.

A spot check of economists in Washington
doesn't svggest that the new forecast for
skyrocketing plant and equipment spending
next year will be serlously affected by higher
interest rates.

One possible explanation for the seeruing
Paradox is that bank reserves will not in
reality be as ample as the Fed has promised.
The level of additional credit needed for “an
expanding economy” will probably be less
by Martin’s definition than it wowld be by
the administration’s deflnition,

This is the problem that the President
will have to consider as he resumes the 5-
year-old search for ways to box Martin in.
I suggest his best route is through a gradual
realinement of the Federal Reserve struc-
ture.

He might, for example, recall the 1961
recommendation of the highly respected
Commission on Money and Credit, which
suggested cutting the number of FRB Gov-
ernors from seven to five, and limiting the
term of each from 14 to 10 years, with one
expiring every odd-numbered year. This
would give a President a steady stream of
his own appointments to the Board.

The 2-year gap which now exists between
the beginning of a presidential term and
the 4-year term of the FRB Chairman should
also be eliminated. (Martin himself agrees
that it was only a legislative accident that
failed to synchronize these terms.) What-
ever the mechanics, ways must be found io
coordinate the role of the central bank with
the rest of the (overnment. Any other
course makes nao sense.

[From the New York Times, Dec. 13, 1965}
WHAT ROLE FOR THE FEDERAL RESERVE?
(By M. J. Rossant)

If past performance is a guide, the Joint
Econcmic Committee’s new investigation of
Federal Reserve-Administration relations will
get bogged down debating the pros and cons
of the latest policy decision of the money
managers, neglecting the far more impor-
tant issue of whether the latter should be
making their decisions independently.

Money, of course, cannot manage itself; go
the critical question is who should da the
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managing. At the moment the independent
Federal Reserve has both critics and defend-
ers. There are some who disagree with what
the money managers did but, like Voltaire,
defend its right to have done it. Theve are
others who think it did the right thing but
deplore its acting unilaterally.

ROLE OF THE MANAGERS

The champions of Independence for the
Federal Reserve argue that this is the only
way to insure sound policy. Encouraged by
its decision to part company at long last
with the Johnson administration, they point
out that continued coordination would clear-
ly have been unsound. In this view, the
money managers must he like judges, isolated
from politicians and political pressures in
carrying out their responsibilities.

The Federal Reserve is a creation of Con-
gress, but it has the right to act independ-
ently of both the legislative and executive
branches, Yet its control over the Nation’s
money supply—its ability to create or ex-
tinguish credit—Is so powerful an econoniic
weapon that it may well be too important to
be left t0 the morniey managers.

This was not the case in the days when
the TFederal Reserve was first established.
Then it was responsible only for price stabili-
zation. Then too the executive branch took
the view that it had no business interfering
with the vagarles of the business cycle.

Today, the Federal Reserve is committed
to promote full employment and economic
expancsion in addition to price stability.
What is more, the White House has respon-
sibility, as well as formidable weapons of its
own, for maintaining prosperity. So there
is a strong case for Integrating the flexible
restraint of monetary policy with the blunter
‘weapons of fiscal policy.

Some critics in fact call for complete coor-
dination. They do not think that the Fed-
eral Reserve should be considered as a su-
preme court of economic policy, with what
amounts to a veto power over the party in
power. Instead, they argue that the Presi-
dent, who is charged with formulating overall
economic policy and is answerable to the
electorate, must not be thwarted by a small
group of men shielded from the public.

During his long reign as head of the Fed-
eral Reserve, William McChesney Martin, Jr.,
has generally been prepared to compromise,
aware that the adoption of too independent a
position, might encanger his freedom of ac-
tion. He has often sounded as if he were at
odds with the President, but his bark has
been far worse than his bite. In falling to
act as independently as he talked, Mr. Martin
has guaranteed his own survival—and that
of the Federal Reserve. And precisely be-
cause he has been accommodating, it is prob-
able that his present failing out of step, while
dramatic, may be only temporary.

THE BANK’'S POWER

Even if it is, and even if it was the right
thing to do, the Federal Reserve has demon-
strated that it has the means to throw a
monkey wrench into the plans of the White
House. Many who are not on the Johnson
administration's side, question whether such
freedom is desirable in a democracy.

The most potent argument against glving
increased authority to the executive branch is
that it would encourage inflation as it did
after World War II, when the money man-
agers incrensed the money supply at the
behest of the Treasury.

But the Federal Reserve then was under no
compulsion to do so. It could have refused
to cooperate, as it finally did. Indeed there
seems to be a far greater risk of swinging
from defiance to0 subservience under its pres-
ent status than if the Federal Reserve had a
closer relationship with the White House—
by permitting the President to choose his
own chairman and by setting up an economic
general staff with a place for the Federal
Reserve.

AT
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POLTTICAL CONTROL

With such an arrangement$, the money
managers might be less inclined to disruptive
talk and more to effective action. If they
were 8 recognized part of an economic gen-
eral staff, they might be more successful in
making their presence felt in the inner circle
of policymaking.

Some authorities belleve that political con-
trol might result in greater freedom for the
Federal Reserve as well as smoother coordi-
nation of economic policies. But if it did
not, if limiting its independence resulted In
mere subservience on the part of the Federal
Reserve and unsound policies for the econ-
omy, the Nation’s voters would at least be
able to fix the blame,

[From the Washington (D.C.) Post, Dec, T,
. 1965]

THE FEp JUMPS THE GUN

By raising the discount rate in advance of
a scheduled meeting of the Government’s
pollecymaking quadriad, the Federal Re-
serve Board has underscored the danger of
investing power over monetary policy in an
independent agency.

There are legitimate grounds for differences
of opinion over the need for less stimulative
policies, as Treasury Secretary Fowler
pointed out in his New Orleans speech. But
inflationary pressures can be combatted by
fiscal as well as monetary measures. What
the Fed has done with 1ts gun-jumping deci-
sion, taken In advance of a thorough analysis
of next year’s budget, 18 to deprive the ad-
ministration of the freedom that it requires
in order to conduct an effective economic
policy.

If one could accept at face value the
Board’s claim that it will continue to supply

.the banking systetn with sufiiclent reserves
to meet the needs of an expanding economy,
the boost in the discount rate and the up-
ward drift of interest rates in the money
markets might not be so serlous. But the
day-to-day Implementation of Fed policy is
in the hands of the Federal Open Market
Commitiee (FOMC), a body that Includes
five presidents of the District Federal Reserve
banks as well as the soven Governors of the
Federal Reserve Board. Since the bank presi-
dents are Insulated from the authority of
both Congress and the White House, the
FOMC is free to pursue restrictive policles
that may be sharply at varlance with the
alms of the administration,

President Johnson will be able to redress
the balance on the PFederal Reserve Board
when the term of Vice Chairman Balderston
expires in January, and a second opportunity
will come in 2 years with the expiration of
the partial term of Governor Daane. But
these moves may not affect the unbridled
power of the FOMC.

If Congress is to discharge 1ts constltu-
tional responsibility for controlling the
money supply, if monetary policies are to be
coordinated with the other economic policles
of the Federal Government, the following
reforms will be needed. The term of the
Chairman of the Federal Reserve Board
should be made coterminous with that of the
President, a proposal that has been endorsed
by Chairman Martin. The inordinately long,
14-year terms of the Governors should be re-
duced to 5. Angd, finally, responsiveness to
the wishes of the electorate should be Insured
by limiting the membership of the FOMC to
the seven appointed Governors of the Federal
Reserve Board.

Congress would never entertain the notion
of delegating its flscal power to an Independ-~
ent agency, and by the same logle it should
not surrender its control over the money sup-~
ply. Power over monetary policy, for better
. or worse, should be invested with the Incum-
ment administration. The Board’s action,
_the end of which is not yet in sight, exposes
the pttfalls of an anomalous system in which
the Presidents’ abllity to shape economic
policy is sharply attenuated.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

[From the Washington (D.C.) Post, Dec. 8,
19651

Foxes IN L.B.J.’S HENHOUSE
(By Rowland Evans and Robert Novak)

Soon after Lyndon B. Johnson succeeded
to the Presidency, he recelved this private
advice from one of his most Influential ad-
visers: No domestic problem will be tougher
than controlling Bill Martin,

The full impact of this prophecy fell last
weekend like a sledgehammer,

The decision of the Federal Reserve Board,
under Chairman Willtam McChesney Martin,
to boost Interest rates was President John-
son’'s worst political setback. Not only does
further tightening of money threaten eco-
nomic expansion, but the bold defance of
his wishes is a severe blow to the President’s
prestige.

This question then arises: Why could &
President who tamed Congress, big labor and
big business not tame Martin?

The answer: The cherished independence
of the Federal Reserve Bank is all but un-
asgailable. Moreover, Treasury BSecretary
Henry H. Fowler’s year-long strategy of ap-
peasing Martin by avolding an open rupture
gll these months was perhaps less sucecessful
than a frontal assault on the Fed.

The Federal Reserve Board—acting as the
national bankers’ bank-—is a deviation in the
otherwise symmetrical American system.
Martin, a nonpolitician with rigidly orthodox
economic views, need not heed the advice of
the White House.

But Martin does have his own constitu-
ency: The Natlon's commerclal bankers—or
more specifieally, the New York banking
community, Martin has privately Informed
administration offictals of the increasing
pressure on him to tighten credit. Its
source: Blg bankers, obsessed with the bug-
aboo of infiation.

This banker’s mentality was aggressively
articulated to Martin by Alfred Hayes, pres-
ident of the Federal Reserve Bank of New
York. Financial insiders regard Hayes-—not
Martin—as the grey eminence of the interest
rate hike. And Hayes, an unabashed tight-
money man, is concerned first with bank-
ing—mnot the overall economic results of
higher interest rates, such ag a possible rise
in unemployment.

The Manhattan bankers’ influence over the
Fed s direct control over Washington's de-
cision affecting their own pocketbook., In
the opinion of one L.B.J. adviser, this means
the foxes are guarding the henhouse.

Nevertheless, despite Martin’s clear legal
power, It may be argued that administration
strategy In dealing with Martin only em-
boldened him.,

From the time he took over at the Treasury
last March, Fowler took the soft approach.
Last spring he tacitly acquiesced in Martin’s
reduction of bank free reserves—money held
in excess of money loaned out (thus tighten-
ing the money supply). Treasury officials
privately told Democratic Senators they had
no intentlon of interfering with the Fed’s
regulation of the money supply.

As recently as his November 8 appearance
at the Ecohomic Club of New York City,
Fowler defended—to ringing applause of the
conservative-oriented audience—the Fed's in-
dependence and noted that he had been
criticized by Democratic Senators for that
stand.

Al the while, Fowler privately urged Mar-
tin to postpone any decision on Interest
rates until the President's budget was re-
leased early next year. By that time, Mr,
Johnson would be able to change the ldeo-
logtical complexion of thie Reserve Board by
filling a vacancy coming up January 1.

Martin apparently decided early last week
to defy the President and Treasury. Al-
though specifically asked to call the President
before such action, he did not call. Rather,
he was determined to raise interest rates be-
fore a scheduled meeting at the LBJ Ranch
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last Monday so that he would not have to
say “no"” to the President's personal appeal.

Asg a result, Martin informed Fowler last
Friday morning at the White House that he
had made up his mind. It was too late to
stop him., The Federal Reserve Board voted
the increase that afternoon.

Some critics of Martin hold that since
there was no conceiviable way for the Presi-
dent or Fowler to stop the Fed's action, they
should have secretly agreed to the increase
effective early next year, thus avolding the
political—though not the economic—defeat.

But that avolds the real issue. The Martin
affalr again raises the question whether this
vital economic henhouse should be guarded
by the banking foxes of New York—or by the
public’s elected officlals.

VIETNAM

(Mr. BROWN of California (at the
request of Mr. HuNcaTeE) was granted
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the REcorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. BROWN of Cealifornia. Mr.
Speaker, the President has today an-
nounced the resumption of bombing of
North Vietnam. Many of my colleagues
have risen to praise this decision. The
leadership from both sides of the aisle
here in the House have pledged their sup-
port to the President. Some voices are
raised to call for more than just a re-
sumption of the bombing-—they call for
a vast increase in the level of bombing,
for the hitting of Hanoi and Halphong,
and for the use of more powerful non-
conventional weapons.

From all sides we hear it said that
‘“The pause was a failure—the other side
is not interested in peace.” I do not wish
to debate this point at this time. But
those who are honest will admit that the
previcus 11 months of bombing was a
failure. That 11-month period saw the
United States forced to multiply its
ground forces many times over merely to
hold its own in South Vietnam. That
11 months saw a substantial increase in
the fighting forces of the National Lib-
eration Front, both from infiltration
from the north and from local recruit-
ment in the south. That 11 months saw
a strengthening of the will to resist the
bombing in North Vietnam, and an in-
crease in the assistance coming from
other countries. More than anything
else, that 11 months saw the end of any
fiction that we were merely helping sup-
port and maintain a friendly govern-
ment, and made it clear that the United
States was waging an American war to
show the world that the American man-
date runs wherever the President of the
United States says it runs, including the
mainland of Asia.

To resume the bombing, after this 11
months of failure to achieve any con-
structive results with such a policy,
demonstrates again and more forcefully
the sterility of the U.S. position in
Vietnam. .

I feel the deepest sorrow for the Presi-
dent, that he feels compelled within him-~
self to take this course, for I know that
he would do what was right. I feel even
more sorrow for the American people,
and for the people of Vietnam. There
comes a point of no return in the course
of events, and we may well have reached
that point in Asia. We may now be com-
mitted to a course leading to the death of
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millions and the destruction of any hope
for a new order of law and justice in the
world in our lifetimes.

I do not believe in the imminent arrival.

of an ideal world. I do not think that
the time has come in human history
when force as an element in human rela-

tionships can be eliminated. But I know .

as certainly as I know anything in this
life that the United States cannot achieve
any worthwhile goal from the course it
is pursuing in Vietnam. It can and will
bring untold suffering to all of Vietham,
It can and probably will deny South Viet-
nam to communism, if it wishes to oc-
cupy that country with hundreds of
thousands of troops for generations to
come. It can and probably will spend
$50 or $100 billion to do these things—
billions that could be used to solve the
problems of this country and the world,
instead of making them worse.

And in doing these things we will
weaken democracy and strengthen the
totalitarian tendencies of our own so-
ciety, we will condemn American impe-
rialism in the eyes of all Asia, we will
strengthen the ideological power of com-

" munism around the world, we will weaken
“still further the ties of the western
alliance.

Mr. Speaker, for these reasons I can-
not join in the chorus of praise we have
heard here today for the President’s de-
cision to resume the bombing of North
Vietnam. I think that he has made a
tragic mistake. And I think that time is
running out for the President to correct
the mistakes this country has made in
Vietnam over the past 15 years.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED °

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legisla~-
tive program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

Mr. Larp (at the request of Mr. HaLy),
for 20 minutes, today, and to revise and
extend his remarks and include extrane-
ous matter.

Mr. Hosmer (at the request of Mr,
Harn), for 25 minutes, on Wednesday,
February 2, 1966, and to revise and ex-
tend his remarks and include extraneous
matter.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
extend remarks in the Appendix of the
RECORD, or to revise and extend remarks
was granted to:

Mr. PERKINS.

Mr. RanpaLL and to include extraneous
matter.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Harr) and to include extra-
neous matter:)

Mr. PELLY,

Mr. RUMSFELD in two instances.

Mr. HosMER in two instances.

Mr. YOUNGER in two instances.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. HuneaTe) and to include
extraneous matter:) )

Mr. BECKWORTH,

Mr. M1LLER in five instances.

My, PICKLE.
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ADJOURNMENT

Mr. HUNGATE. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn,

The motion was agreed to; accordingly
(at 12 o’clock and 41 minutes p.m.), the
House adjourned until tomorrow, Tues-
day, February 1, 1966, at 12 o’clock noon.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

1956. A letter from the Assistant Secre-
tary for Congresslonal Relations, Department
of State, transmitting a communication rela-
tive to the sale of surplus agricultural com-
modities to the United Arab Republle, pur-
suant to sectlon 107 of the Agricultural
Trade Development and Assistance Act of
1954, os amended; to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

1957. A letter from the Chairman, Joint
Committee on Internal Revenue Taxation,
transmitting a report covering refunds and
credits of internal revenue taxes for the fis-
cal year ended June 30, 1963, pursuant to
section 6406 of the Internal Revenue Code
of 19564 (H. Doc. No. 370); to the Committee
on Ways and Means and ordered to be
printed.

1958. A letter from the Deputy Assistant
Secretary of Defense, Properties and Instal-
latlons, trensmitting notificatlon of the lo-
cation, nature, and estimated cost of an
additional facilities project to be under-
taken for the Marine Corps Reserve utilizing
authorization contained In section 701(2)
of Public Law 88-390, pursuant to 10 U.S.C.
2233a(1); to the Committee on Armed
Services. :

1959. A letter from the Deputy Asslstant
Secretary of Defense (Properties and In-
stallations) transmitting a report on military
construction, Naval and Marine Corps Re-
gerves construction authorization under Pub-
lic Law 89-188, pursuant to 10 US.C.
2233a(1); to the Committee on Armed
Services.

1960. A letter from the Under Secretary
of the Navy, transmitting a report on the
NROTC flight instruction program, pursuant
to section 2110(h) of title 10, United States
Code; to the Committee on Armed Services.

1961. A-letter from the Director, Selective
Service System, transmitting the 16th an-
nual report for the fiscal year ended June
30, 1965, pursuant to sectlon 10(g) of the
Universal Military Tralning and Service Act,
as amended; to the Committee on Armed
Services.

1962, A letter from the Chairman pro
tempore of the Distriet of Columbia Armory
Board, transmitting the elghth annual re-
port and financlal statements of the Board's

operation of the District of Columbia Stadi~

um, and the 18th annual report and flnan-
clal statements of the Board’s operation of
the District of Columbla National Guard
Armory for the fiscal year ended June 30,
1965, pursuant to section 10 of the Armory
Board Act (Public Law No. 80-605), as

amended, and sectlon 10 of the District of.

Columbia Stadlum Act of 1957 (Public Law
No. 85-300), as amended; to the Committee
on thea District of Columbia.

1963. A letter from the president and
chairman of the board, Potomac Electrio
Power Co., transmitting a copy of thelr bal-
ance sheet as of December 31, 1965, pursuant
to 87 Stat. 979; to the Committee on Dis-
triet of Columbia. : :

., 1964. A letter from the Secretary of State,
transmiltting the interim report of the Inter-
national Jolnt Commission, United States
and Canada, on the pollution of Lake Erle,

Approved For Release 2006/11/06 : CIA-RDP67B00446R000400010002-4

1491

Lake Ontario, and the International sec-
tion of the St. Lawrence River; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs.

1866. A letter from the Secretary of the
Export-Import Bank of Washington, trans-
mitting a report on the amount of Export-
TImport Bank insurance and guarantees on
U.S. exports to Yugoslavia for the month of
December 1965, pursuant to title II of the
Foreign Assistance and Related Agencles Ap-
propriation Act of 1966 and the -presidential
detrimentation of February 4, 1964; to the
Committee on Foreign Affairs.

1066. A letter from the Administrator,
General Services Administration, transmit-
ting the annual report on the,activities and
progress for the fiscal year ended June 30,
1965; to the Committee on Government Op-
erations.

1067. A letter from the Chief Commis-
gloner of the Indian Claims Commission,
transmitting 2 report on the proceedings of
docket 12, Chief William Fuller, et al, on
behalf and representing an identifiable group
of the Indians of California, known as the
Federated Indians of California, petitions v.
the United States of America, defendant, pur-
suant to provisions of section 21 of the In-
dian Clalms Commission Act of August 13,
1046 (60 Stat. 1055; 25 U.S.C. 70t); to the
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

1968. A letter from the Chief Commis-
sioner of the Indian Claims Commission,
transmitting a report on the proceeding of
docket 162, The Yakima Tribe, petitioner v.
The United States of America, defendant,
pursuant to provisions of section 21 of the
Indian Claims Commission Act of August 13,
1946 (60 Stat. 1055; 25 U.S.C, 70%); to the
Committee on Interlor and Insular Affalrs.

1969. A letter from the Chief Commis-
sioner of the Indian Claims Commission,
transmitting a report on the proceeding of
docket 47-A, The Yakima Tribe of Indians,
petitioners v. The United States of America,
defendant, pursuant to provisions of section
21 of the Indian Claims Commission Act of
August 13, 1948 (60 Stat. 1056; 25 U.S.C.
70t); to the Committee on Interior and In-
sular Affairs,

1070. A letter from the Chief Commis-
sioner of the Indian Claims Commission,
transmitting a report on the proceedings of
docket No. 124 and docket No. 67 (consoli-
dated) and docket Nos. 124, 314, and 337
consolidated therewith, intervenors -docket
Nos, 15-D, 20-B, 89, 311, and 315, the Miami
Tribe of Oklahoma also known as the Miami
Tribe, and Harley T. Palmer, Frank C. Pooler
and David Leonard, as representatives of the
Miami Tribe and all of the members thereof,
petitioners v. The United States of America,
defendant, pursuant to provisions of section
21 of the Indian Claims Commission Act of
August 13, 1946 (60 Stat. 1055; U.B.C. 70t);
to the Committee on Interior and Insular
Affelrs.

1971. A letter from the Chief Commis-
sloner of thz Indian Claims Commission,
transmitting a report on proceedings of

“docket 324, Ponca Tribe of Oklahoma, peti-

tioners, v. The United States of America,
defendant, pursuant to provislons of section
21 of the Indian Clalms Commission Act of
August 13, 1846 (60 Stat. 1055; 25 U.B.C. 70t);
to the Committee on Interlor and Insular
Affalrs,

1972. A letter from the Chairman of the
Fedeéral Maritime Commission, transmitting
a draft of proposed legislation entltled “To
Amend the Shipping Act, 1918"; to the Com-
mittee on Merchant Marine and Pisherles.

1973. A letter from the Chairman of the
Federal Maritime Commission, transmitting
a draft of proposed legislation entitled “To
Amend the Intercoastal Shipping Act, 1933"”,
to permit the Commission to require the car-
riers in the offshore domestic trade to keep
uniform accourts and permit Commission
representatives to Inspect the accounts and
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records of such carriers: to the Committee
on Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

19'74. A letter from the Postmaster Gen-
cral, transmitting a report on the estimated
amount of the losses or costs (or percentage
of costs) incurred by the postal service in the
performance of public services during the
current fiscal year, pursuant to section 201
of Public Law 87-793, approved October 11,
1962; to the Committee on Post Office and
Civil Service.

1975. A letter from the Director, Admin-
istrative Office of the U.S. Courts, transmit-
tinr a report on positions in grades GS-16,
17, and 18, pursuant to section 1105a of title
5 of the United States Code; to the Com-
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service.

1976. A letter from the Assistant Admin-
istrator for Legislative Affairs for the Na-
tional Aeronautics and Space Administration,
transmitting a report on positions established
during calendar year 1965, in accordance
with section 1581, title 10, United States
Code, pursuant to section 1582, title 10,
United States Code; to the Committee on
Post Office and Civil Service.

B e L T,

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII. public
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr, BINGHAM:

IIR.12407. A bill to amend the Urban
Mass Transportation Act of 1964 to authorize
certaln grants to assure adequate commuter
service in urban areas, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Banking and
Currency.

H.R. 12408. A bill to amend section 13a of
the Interstate Commerce Act, relating to the
discontinuance or change of certain opera-
tlons or services of common carriers by rail,
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in order to require the Interstate Commerce
Commission to give full consideration to all
financial assistance available before permit-
ting any such discontinuance or change; to
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

By Mr, BROWN of California:

H.R. 12409. A bill to amend the Federal
Firearms Act; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. TEAGUE of Texas:

H.R. 12410. A bill to enhance the benefits
of service in the Armed Forces of the United
States and further extend the benefits of
higher education by providing a broad pro-
gram of educational benefits for veterans of
service after January 81, 1055, and certain
members of the Armed Forces; and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Veterans®
Affairs.

By Mr. FRIEDEL:

HIR. 12411. A bill to amend the Public
Health Service Act to provide for the estab-
lishment of a Natlonal Eye Instilute in the
National Institutes of Health; to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign < ommerce.

By Mr. ICHORD:

HIR. 12412. A bill to authorize the release
of platinum from the national stockpile, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Armed Services.

By Mr. PERKINS:

H.R. 12413. A bill to amend title 38 of the
United States Code to increase the rates of
pension payable to widows of veterans of
the Spanish-American War; to the Commit-
tee on Veterans' Affairs.

By Mr. BROWN of Californisa:

ILRR. 12414. A Dbill to enhance the benefits
of service in the Armed Forces of the United
States and further extend the benefits of
higher education by providing a troad pro-
gram of educational benefits for veterans of
service after January 31, 1955, and certain
members of the Armed Forces; and for oth-

I
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€r purposes; to the Committee on Veterans'
Affairs,
By Mr. DORN:

H.R.12415. A bill to enhance the benefiis
of service in the Armed Forces of the United
States and further extend the benefits cf
higher education by providing a broad pre-
gram of educational benefits for veterans
of service after January 31, 1955, and certain
members of the Armed Forces; and for cther
purpores; to the Committee on Veterans' Af-
fairs.

By Mr. RONCALIO:

H.R. 12416. A bill to enhance the benefits
of service in the Armed Forces of the United
States and further extend the benefits of
higher education by providing a broad pro-
gram of educational benefits for veterans of
service after January 81, 1955, and certain
members of the Armed Forces; and for other
burposes; to the Committee on Veterans’
Affairs.

By Mr. MORTON:

H.J. Res. 817. Joint resoluticn to establish
an Atlantic Union delegation; to the Com-
mitiec on Foreign Affairs.

MEMORIALS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII,

390. The SPEAKER presented a memorial
of the Legislature of the State of Nevada,
relative to supporting the service men and
women in Vietnam, which was referred to
the Committee on Armed Services.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced anc
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. COLLIER:

H.R. 12417. A bill for the relief of Ioannis
Kiriazis; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.
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(Legistative day of Wednesday, January.26, 1966)

The Senate met at 10 o’clock a.m., on
the expiration of the recess, and was
called to order by the Acting President
bro tempore (Mr. METCALF).

Rev. Edward B. Lewis, pastor, Capitol
Hill Methodist Chureh, Washington,
D.C,, offered the following prayer:

Dear Lord of all, we recognize today
that the peace we seek for the world is
beyond our understanding. Thus, we
need Thy help.

We have not consistently followed the
path of peace. Now we find ourselves
with others in the world in the wilderness
of bewilderment in- finding again that
path. We come to Thee in prayer asking
for light in darkness and courage in the
_brinciple of freedom and justice for all
men. .

We pray for Thy guiding and staying
hand in the deliberations and decisions of
our President, his Cabinet, his advisers,
and especially this session of the Senate
of the United States on national and in-~
ternational issues,

Give to our leaders hope that will keep
alive negotiations for peace, faith that
there is a way, and love for God and man-
kind that will clarify thinking and
decision.

We pray In the name of the Creator of
life and peace. Amen.

THE JOURNAL
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, T
ask unanimous consent that the Journal
be considered as read and approved.
Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I object.

The ACTING PRESIDENT bro tem-
bore. Objection is heard. .

LIMITATION ON STATEMENTS DUR-
ING TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE
MORNING BUSINESS
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, T

ask unanimous consent that there be a

morning hour, and that statements

therein be limited to 3 minutes. .
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

bore. TIs there objection to the request

of the Senator from Montana?
Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President—- .
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection?

THE JOURNAL

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
renew my request and ask unanimous
consent that the Journal be considered
as read and approved.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. ‘Without objection, it is so ordered.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President——-—

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
bore. The Senator from Vermont.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Vermont yield, with-
out losing his right to the floor, so that
I may ask unanimous consent, with the
concurrence of the distinguished acting
minority leader, the Senator from Ne-
braska [Mr, Curtrs], to suggest a recess
until 10:30 o'clock, at which time the
Senator from Vermont would have the
floor.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr, President, I intended
to ask if I might proceed for 7 or 8 min-
utes for a discussion on current events
after the Senate reconvened. I make
that request.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
bore., Without objection, the Senator
from Vermont will have the floor for 7
or -8 minutes when the Senate recon-
venes.

Mr, MANSFIELD. That will be for 7
or 8 minutes.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object—— )

Mr. MANSFIELD. We shall return
after the recess, because the Senator
from Vermont has the floor; then we

shall have a perlod for the transaction,

of routine business.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objectlon to the request
of the Senator from Montana,?

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object, may I ask the
distinguished majority leader what the
blans are for the remainder of the day?

Mr. MANSFIELD. It is planned to

" have a period for the transaction of rou-

tine business, and then, if any Senator
wishes to speak on the Taft-Hartley Act,
séction 14(b), or any other subject, he
may do so. I anticipate that the session
will not be very long today.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I thank
the distinguished majority leader. I am
thinking of the many employees in the
Capitol who may have difficulty getting
home this evening.

Mr. President, I withdraw my objection
to the request of the Senator from Mon-
tana.

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, do I cor-
rectly understand that the request for
the morning hour is merely for the pur-
bose of making statements?

Mr. MANSFIELD. To have a, morning

hour for the purpose of allowing Sena--

tors to make speeches, and matters of
that kind.

Mr. ERVIN. And that no motions will
be made?

Mr. MANSFIELD. The Senator is
correct.

. ROBERT G. THOMPSON

Mr, HART. Mr. President, will the
distinguished Senator from Vermont
yield to me for a moment, to permit me
to insert an editorial in the REcorD?

Mr. ATKEN. Mr. President, without
losing my right to the floor, I am glad
to yield to the Senator from Michigan
for the purpose of inserting an editorial
in the REcorp.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

-pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.
Mr. HART. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent to have printed in
the REcorp an editorial entitled, “Be-
yond Death,” published in yesterday’s
Washington Post.

I underscore nothing in the editorial;
1t speaks eloquently and to the point.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

BEYOND DEATH

When mortal men consider thelr own
frailty and folly, they may well canclude that
death ought to bring its own absolution for
even the sorriest of sins.” The pursult of
punishment beyond the grave is mere vin-
dictlveness. We think the majesty of the
United States Is marred by the decislon of
the Defense Department to forbld the Inter-
ment of Robert G. Thompson's ashes in Ar-
lington National Cemetery.

Good men and bad men alike lie at rest
in Arlington. Men of every falth-—and of
no falth—slumber there. In this cemetery,
created on the estate of Robert E. Lee, there
18, a8 indeed there should be, a Confederate
Monument, erected by the Daughters of the
Confederacy in honor of the South's dead
heroes—men who believed it honorable and
right to take up arms against the Unlted
States. And there rests there, too, in hon-
ored glory—whether In life he’ had been
vallant or craven—an American soldler
known but to God.

Robert Thompson was a Communist when
he was inducted into the Armed Forces early
In the Second World War. e was a Com-
munist when he was awarded the Distin-
guished Service Cross for valor in the Pacific
and when he was honorably discharged from
service.” He was a Communist when he died
last October. It can be said in his behalf
that he made no effort to conceal the fact.

It is true that in 1949, he and 10 other
Communist Party leaders were convicted un-
der the Smith Act and sentenced to 8 years
In prison and that he Jumped bail and was
subsequently sentenced to an additional 4
years for criminal contempt. On the-basis
of these sentences and the fact that g year
ago an Army regulation was adopted denying
burial in a national cemetery to anyone sen-
tenced by a Federal court to more than 5
years Imprisonment, the Attorney General
has given the Defense Department a petti~

-fogging legal justification for its act of empty |

meanness. Thompson was punished in life;
there 1s no point to punishing him in death.
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RECESS UNTIL 10:30 O’CLOCK AM.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Docs the Senator from Montana
renew his request for a recess?

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
renew my request that the Senate stand
in recess until 10:30 o’clock a.m.

‘t'he motion was agreed to; and at 10
o'clock and 4 minutes a.m. the Senate
took a recess until 10:30 o’clock a.m.
today.

At 10 oclock and 30 minutes a.m., on
the expiration of the recess, the Senate
reconvencd, when called to order by the
Acting President pro tempore.

"HE JOURNAL

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Vermont yield to me
without losing his right to the floor?

Mr. AIKEN., Without losing my right
to the ficor, I yield to the Senator from
Montana.

‘Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, do
I correctly understand that the Journal
is considered as read and approved?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tern-
pore. 'The Senator is correct.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr, MANSFIELD. Mr. President, do
1 correctly understand that permission
has been granted that when the Senate
finishes its business today, it will stand in
reeess until 10 o’clock tomorrow morr-
ing?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MANSFIELD., Mr. President, if
the Senator from Vermont will permit me
to do so, without losing his right to the
floor, I suggest the absence of a quorum,
the time for the gquorum call not to ex-
ceed 2 minutes.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Will the Senator withhold that
request for a moment?

Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. ‘The Chair announces that the
unanimous-consent request for routine
Lbusiness has now been granted without
abjection.

The clerk will call the roll.

The lepislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous agreement,
the order for the quorum call is re-
seinded, and the Senator from Vermont
is recognized.

o—T T LT

THE RESUMPTION OF BOMBING
IN VIETNAM

Mr. AIKEN. Mr, President, President
Johnson has now directed a renewal and
possible increase in the bombing of North
Vietnam.

Under the constitutional and statutory
powers vested in the Presidency he has
aulhority to do this.

Tven if 90 percent of the American
people were opposed, he would still have
this power.

Now that the decision has been made
to engage in an expanded military ac-
tion which may ultimately lead to a con-
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flict of unprecedented and unlimited pro-
portions, we must spare no effort to avoid
defeat and to hold our losses to a mini-
mum.

Althoueh the Communist countries ap-
parently gave little credence to the recent
peace offensive of the President, there is
no question in my mind that President
Johnson did earnestly desire to put an
end to the war in southeast Asia.

Any person in his position wants to
be liked and admired as well as to earn
a good spot in history.

He wants to be highly respected by the
rest of the world and, as President Eisen-
hower so ably demonstrated in 1953, the
surest way to popular acclaim 13 through
the restoration of peace.

President Eisenhower further en-
hanced his popularity and sccured an
enviable place in history when he backed
Gien. Matthew Ridgway in his opposi-
tion to sending large numbers of U.s.
troops into Vietnam in an effort to make
secure that part of their colonial empire
for the French.

Sinece we now seem to have passed the
point of no return, we should take a good,
hard look at the situation as it is today.

The number of U.S. serviccmen sup-
porting the South Vietnamesc Govern-
ment has now increased to about 200,000,
will be doubled within the next few
months, and it will likely be redoubled
within the next year.

This figure is exclusive of the Navy and
olher forces based at Guam, in the
Philippines, in Thailand, in Honolulu,
and clsewhere.

1t is exclusive of the 16,000 to 18,000
South Korean troops engaged in the con-
flict.

Aside from the forces from South Ko-
rea and Australia, we can look for only
minor assistance from other countries in
our Vietnam efforts.

In faet, if South Korea is now being
infiltrated by Communist operators to
the extent recently indicated by Marine
Gen. Wallace Greene, it is unlikely that
we can look for any substantial increase
in our strength from that source.

Most of the land area in South Viet-
nam has come under Vietcong control,
while T.S. bases are all virtually under a
state of siege—an unorthodox siege, it is
true, but, nevertheless, one effective
enough so that it is hardly cafe to ven-
ture outside the fortified areas except in
force.

Our forces have to date suffered ap-
proximately 10,000 casualties.

Some who a year ago supported the de-
cision to bomb North Vietnam now feel
that the reason this operatiorn failed is
that it has not been vigorous enough.

They now insist that Hanoi and Hal-
phong Harbor and other than strictly
military targets be also bombed.

Some substantial and respected per-
sons have advocated the use of atom
bombs—small ones, that is. The other
day a representative of a respected and
well-known national organization came
to my office to urge the use of atom bombs
in the Vietnam war. The demand that
we use atomic weapons will increase as
our casualty lists grow.

Regardless of the fact that an atom
pomb could not distinguish between bel-
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ligerents and nonbelligerents, is there
any reason to doubt that, should we use
the atomic weapon against North Viet-
nam, that the Communists would almost
at once retaliate by using the same type
of weapon against our air and military
bases in the south?

We should think long and hard before
resorting to nuclear weapons in south-
east Asia.

We are now at the point where we have
to deal with realities, not desires.

It is no longer possible for us unilater-
ally to call the shots.

It is not what might have been or what
ought to be that now concerns us. It is
what is.

As indicated by the Mansfield mission
report, there is “only the very slim pros-
pect of a just settlement by negotiations.”

Sinee much of the world has regarded
the bombing of North Vietnam as “ag-
gression” by the United States and since
the assistance by the North Vietnamese
to the Vietcong in carrying out their
savage operations against the people of
South Vietnam have been minimized, I
believe that the President’s peace offen-
sive was necessary even though its effec-
tiveness as a means for ending the war
may be questioned.

It seems to have convinced some na-
tions of the justice of our assistance to
South Vietnam, even though they are
unable or unwilling to assist us.

Who is making the decisions in south-
east Asia today? Is it Russia or China?

The reaction of Russia to the Presi-
dent’s plea for peace has been particu-
larly disappointing.

From her attitude one might well con-
clude that Russia not only does not de-
sire peace but actually seeks to encourage
a greater war in southeast Asia, evidently
hoping that we will concentrate such a
large par of our Armed Ferces there that
the defenses of democracy will be weak-
ened in other parts of the world.

Or is China undertaking to shape
events so that the two great nuclear
states will ultimately destroy each other,
leaving the Chinese Republic the domi-
nant power in world affairs?

Actually the tiny nation of North
Vietnam appears to be the catalyst
which is welding the two great Commu-
nist nations together for military
purposes.

I trust that those who make the de-
cisions for our country will bear in mind
that while the war of democracy versus
communism cannot be won in southeast
Asia, it can be lost there.

In fact, communism will not he de-
feated on the battlefield anyway except
on the battlefield of men’'s minds.

If any phase of the conflict between
these two ideologies must be fought with
arms, we should not let our cnemies
choose the battleground.

From now on our No. 1 concern must
be the preservation of the United States
and its institutions.

There can be no halfhearted cffort
in this respect.

oOur people, regardless of whether or
not they support the acts of this admin-
istration, must be prepared for extraor-
dinary sacrifice.
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Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the distin-
guished Senator from Vermont may
have as much time as he may desire, and
that the time be extended to allow other
Senators to participate in discussing this
most momentous speech.

Mr. AIKEN. I thank the majority
leader.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, 1t is- so or-
dered.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, this sac-
rifice will have to be paid in terms of
resources, freedom, and life itself.

There may be a chance that a world
nuclear war can be avoided.

There may be a chance that we may

escape the devastating effect of a gen- -

eral land war in Asia, the kind cof war
we are least likely to win.

We cannot proceed on the hope for
miracles, however, therefore, we must be
prepared for the worst—and without
delay.

President Johnson has asked for some
$13 billion with which to Increase the
tempo of the war in Vietnam.

This $13 billion is only the first drop
in the bucket.

Commonsense and experience should
tell us that.

The. President asks us to rescind the
tax cut on telephone charges and auto-
mobiles in order to help to meet this
cost.

It is ridiculous to expect that the in-
come from these recisions would even
begin to pay the cost of an escalated
war.

If President Johnson means busl-
ness—and I believe he does—he will ask
for the suspension of the General Tax
Reduction Act of 2 years ago.

He will ask to have the loopholes of
overgenerous deductions and speeial tax
privileges plugged.

And he will ask for such new taxes
2s may be necessary.

There is no sense in waiting until after
election to recommend the inevitable.

Lives are more precious than votes.

Secretary of Defense McNamara asks
for an increase of 113,000 men in the
Armed Forces.

‘Whom does he think he is kidding?

Winning a guerrilla war requires a ra-
tio of 10 to 1 on the side of the law, and
the enemy already has 200,000 men In
the field.

The Secretary knows that an escalated
war will require universal conscription.

To wait until after electlon to an-
nounce this is just another attempt to ull
the people.

Besides increased taxation and con-
seription, we must be prepared to accept
the concentration of powers and restric~
tions on our liberties which inevitably
accompany any major war.

We must be prepared to accept these
controls for an indefinite number of
years.

Are we ready to accept a system of pri-
orities—price controls and wage con-
trols?

What about ration cards?

Are we prepared to control hoarding
which may already be underway?

‘No. 16—4
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Are our shelters adequate to insure the
perpetuation of at least a part of our pop-
ulation in the event of a nuclear war?

Have we the facilities necessary for the
control of sabotage, subversion, riots,
and criminal law violations?

We do not like to contemplate these
things; yet they must be considered and
acted upon unless the danger is far less
than it now appears.

This time we cannot wait until catas-
trophe strikes.

So long as there is the slightest chance
for peace, we should pursue it, even while
preparing for the worst, but we must pre-
pare. .

Since the Vietnam war began to esca-
late rapidly 3 years ago, I have re-
peatedly tried to make clear my belief
that & major war would have disastrous
results for the United States either mili-
tarily or in the loss of personal liberty
at home.

Although I have at a,ll times recog-
nized the responsibilities of the United
States to the people of South Vietnam, I
never for an instant regarded my vote
for-the concurrent resolution of August
1964 as a vote to give the President au-
thority to wage war at will in southeast
Asia.

* I opposed as strongly as I could the
start of a new war in North Vietnam.

And I believe the President has erred
in taking new steps which may lead to a
cataclysmic world conilict.

It appears, however, that my voice has
been ineffective and that the President
has decided to take such steps.

The most that is left to me now is the
hope that the President is right and that
I have been wrong.

If, through the renewed action for
which he assumes responsibility, the war
can be brought to a quick and satisfac-
tory ending, I will gladly admit the error
of my judgment and be among the first to
render him acclaim.

To this end, it is my purpose to support
his request for higher taxes and for such
controls over the American economy as
may seem necessary to hold our losses
to a minimum and to enhance the pros-
pects for ultimate victory.

To divide our Nation in this time of
crisis would be to court certain.disaster.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. AIKEN, I yield.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Once again, the
distinguished Senator from Vermont has
performed o public service. I say “once
again” because that has been his forte
down through the years, regardless of the
issue which was being discussed.

There has been a good deal of refer-
ence in the press in late months to the
categories of the dove and the hawk.
Personally, I do not pay too much atten-
tion to those designations. What I think
the Senator from Vermont typifies and
personifies, if I may use the word, is the
owl., He is the wise man, the man who
looks ahead, the man who is unswerving
in his support of the United States, but
who is also aware of the dangers which
confront us in any given situation.

Before I comment on the distinguished
Senator’s speech, I should like to read &
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statement which I made this morning be-
fore the Senate convened. The statement

~ reads as follows:

The President has weighed the arguments,
consldered the alternatives, and made his de-
cision. He had counseled with the leader-
ship on & number of occasions on this matter
and requested our views, which were frank-
1y given and fairly considered by him.

On the basis of his constitutional responsi-
bility, the President has acted. He has my
sympathy and understanding, and I will do
my best to support him to the best of my
ability. I fully appreciate the difficulty end
the agony of the decisions which was his—
and his alone—to make.

I listened to a portion of his broadcast
to the people this morning, and I was
pleased and impressed with his statement
that he had instructed Ambassador Ar-
thur Goldberg, a real “owl,” to take this
matter of peaceseeking to the U.N, Se-
curity Council. I applaud him for so
doing.

I was also Impressed by his reference
to Pope Paul’s appeal for neutral arbitra-
tion and his interest in the proposal of
the Holy F'ather.

I would suggest also that it could not
be out of tune at this time, or at any time,
to ask the two cochairmen of the Geneva
Convention the Soviet Union and the
United Kingdom—to try once again to
get together so that this agreement, this
meeting first set up in 1954, and then in
the Laotian crisis in 1962, this grouping
of States, be once again reconvened.

I know that this has had and still has
the full support of the present adminis-
tration.

The Senator from Vermont has men-
tioned something about the possibility of
nuclear activity. 'The very use of the
word ‘“nuclear’ makes me shudder, and I
hope that those who are in favor of the
use of such weapon—and unfortunately
there have been some who have so
stated—will not be taken too seriously,
because I do not believe such advocacy
represents the feelings of the adminis-
tration, of Congress, or the American
people, nor does it, for that matter, rep-
resent the feelings of the peoples of the
world.

Last week I also heard the figure “600,-
000 Americans in Vietnam” being used
by & Member of this body in an address
which he made before an audience in his
home State. Today the distinguished
Senator from Vermont [Mr. AIKEN] has
raised the figure to the vicinity of 800,-
000. I think he gave a very good break-
down of the number of Americans now in
Vietnam, the number of Americans be-
ing used by the 7th Fleet, the number
of Americans stationed in Thailand, and,
inferentially, at least, the number of
Americans on the way. He also pointed
out that when we fight a guerrilla war,
we must have a ratio in the vicinity of
10 to 1. I have seen figures as high as 15
to 1 and aslow as 5 to 1. What the exact
figure is I do not believe anyone is in a
position to know-at this time, because it
seems that the ratio differs with the cir-
cumstances and the needs requisite at -
a particular moment.

The distinguished Senator from Ver-
mont also referred to other possibilities
inherent in an Asia land war. He men-
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tioned General Ridgway, one of the out-
standing soldiers in the history of this
country, a man who follows well in the
tradition of Gen. George Marshall. He
did not mention, however, General Mac-
Arthur, who is quoted as saying that the
only way to win is through victory, and
wio also said what the difficulties would
be if we were engaged in a land war in
Asia,

I should like to read a brief comment
mnrde by General Ridgway when he was
cemmander of the 8th Army in Korea
at the time the truee ncgotiations were
under way.

The American people must realize the nced
Tor infinite patience. There will be no im-
mediate, final solution. The American peo-
ple must learn to accept a solution that
reilects reality. In the world of today we
must maintain an equilibrium of force so
that none of them become destructive. A
muodus vivendi must be found for people who
were put on earth to live, and a way must be
found to enable them to exist side by side
without being at one another’s throats, It
can be done.

May I take this occasion, if the Senator
will allow me to do so, to express my
wholehearted sympathy and support for
the efforts, covering 37 days, made by the
President of the United States to seck
an avenue or. a door to the negotiating
table.

T think T probably know Lyndon John-
son as wcll as any other Member of this
body knows him. I have been closely as-
sociated with him for 24 years. I know
how deeply concerned he is about Vief-
nam. I know the agonizing days and
nights he goes through. I know of his
intense desire to bring this most difficult
of all situations which has ever faced an
American President to some sort of hon-
orable conclusion.

I believe that President Johnson faces
today, and has faced over the past sev-
cral months, difficulties far exceeding
those faced by President Wilson at the
time of the First World War, far exceed-
ing those faced by President Franklin D.
Roosevelt at the time of the Second
World War, and far exceeding those

aced by President Harry Truman at the
time of the Korean war.

This is a most serious situation, and
I applaud the President for the many
avenues he has sought and tried, for the
many doors on which he has knocked, for
the many times he has had conversa-
tions and confercnces, for sending am-
bassadors over the world and for the
instructions which he gave to the am-
bassadors—all to try to bring this sit-
uation to the conference table so that a
satisfactory solution and conclusion
might be reached.

1t is therefore no fault of the Presi-
dent, as the distinguished Senator from
Vermont has said, that these attempts
have failed over the past 37 days. He has
tried. He is concerned decply. I do not
think it is so much a matter of his place
in history as it is a matter of finding a
way by which he can, under honorable
conditions, bring this most difficult con-
[rontation to a satisfactory conclusion.

The American people must know the
truth. They must know the potential in-
volved in southeast Asia. They must be
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made to know all of its ramifications.
We in the Senate, regardless of our views,
whether we are called doves. hawks, or
owls, have a responsibility. 'That re-
sponsibility is being lived up to, and I am
sure it will be lived up to even more in the
future.

This is a grave time for the Nation, and
it is a grave time for the President, who,
under the Constitution, has this awesome
responsibility. He cannot shove the buck
to us. He knows that. He knows that,
in the final analysis, there is only one
man in this Republic who can make the
decision. He is subjected to thiot respon-
sibility as Commander in Chief of the
Armed Yorces of the Republic and as
President of the United States of
America.

1 repeat: So far as the Senator from
Mcntana is concerned, he will do his very
best to give the President of the United
States as much in the way of support as
he possibly can.

I thank and commend the distin-
guished Senator from Vermoni for laying
out what he thinks should be done and
for making the Senate—both sides of the
Senate—more aware of the difliculties in-
herent in the situation which faces us
and by making it known, in his simple,
logical manner, to the American people,
as well.

Mr. President, I ask unanimaus consent
that there may be inserted at the appro-
priate point in the Rrcorp the statement
made by the President of the United
States today, a statement made by Sec-
retary Rusk at his news conference today,
and a letter to the President of the Unit-
ed Nations Security Council from Arthur
J. Goldhberg, the American Ambassador to
the United Nations, requesting that an
urgent meeting of the Security Council
be called promptly to consider the situa-
tion in Vietnam.

There being no objection, the state-
ments were ordered to be printed in the
REconrp, as follows:

STATEMENT BY THE PRESINENT

My fellow Americans, for 37 days, no
bombs fell on North Vietnam. During that
time we have made a most intense and de-
termined effort to enlist the help and sup-
port of all the world to persuade the govern-
ment in Hanoi that peace is better than war,
that talking is better than fighting, and that
the road to peace is open. Our effort has
mel with understanding and support
throughout most of the world— but not in
Hanoi and Peiping. From those {wo capitals
have come only denunciation and rejection.

In these 37 days, the efforts «f our allies
have becn rebuffed. The effort: of neutral
nations have come to nothing We have
sought without success to learn of any re-
spounse to efforts made by the governments of
Eastern Europe. There has beer no answer
to the enlightened efforts of the Vatican.
Our own direct private approaches have been
in vain, The answer of Hanol to all is the
answer that was published 3 days ago—they
persist in aggression, and they insist on the
surrender of South Vietnam to communism.

It is plain that there is no readiness to
talk—mo readiness for peace——in that regime
today.

And what is plain in words is also plain in
acts. Throughout these 37 days-—even at
moments of truce—there has been continued
violence against the people of South Viet-
nam, against their government, agalnst their
soldiers, and against our own American
forces.
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‘We do not regret the pause in the borahing.
We yileld to none in our determination to
seek peace. We have given a full and decent
respect to the opinions of those who thougzht
that such a pause might give new hope for
peace. Some sald 10 days might do it.
Others sald 20. Now we have paused ror
twice the time suggested by some who urged
it. Now the world knows more clearly than
ever before who insists on aggression and
who works for peace.

The Vietnamese, American and allied
troops that are engaged in South Vietnam-—
with increasing strength and increasing suc-
cess—want peace, I am sure, as much as any
of us here at home. But while there is no
peace, they are entitled to the full support
of American strength and American deter-
mination. We will give both.

As constitutional Commander in Chief I
have—as I must—given proper weight to the
judgment of those responsible for counsecl-
ing with me: the Secretary of State, the
Sccretary of Defense, my natlonal security
adviser, and America’s professional military
men represented by the Joint Chiefs of Staff.
There advisers tell me that if continued im-
munity is given to all that supports North
Vietnam aggression, the cost in lives— Vit~
namese, American, and allled—will only be
greatly increased. In the light of the words
and actions of the government in Hanoi,
it is our clear duty to do what we can to limit
theso costs,

So on this Monday morning in Vietnam, at
my direction—after consultation and agree-
ment with the Government of South Vict-
nam—~U.S. aircraft have resumed action in
North Vietnam They struck lines of supply
which support the continuing movement of
men and arms against the people and Gov-
ernment of South Vietnam.

Our air strikes on North Vietnam from the
beginning, have been aimed at military ter-
gets and controlled with great care. Thcse
who direct and supply the aggression have
no claim to immunity from military reply.

The end of the pause does hot mean the
end of our own pursuit of peace. That pur-
sult will be as determined and unremitting
as the pressure of our military strength on
the field of battle. In our continuing pur-
suit of peace, I have instructed Ambassador
Goldberg to ask for an immediate meeting of
the United Nations Security Council. 1ie
will present a full report on the situation
in Vietnam and a resolution which can open
the way to the conference table. This report
and this resolution will be responsive to tae
spirit of the renewed appeal of Pope Paul;
that appeal has cur full sympathy.

I have asked Secretary Rusk to meet with
representatives of the press later this mora-
ing, to give to the country and to the world
a comprehensive account of the diplomatic
effort conducted In these last 5 wecks in our
continuing policy of peace and frecedom for
South Vietnam.

SECRETARY RUsK'’S NEWS CONFERENCE OF
JaNuvany 31, 1966

(NoreE.—The following is the State Depart-
ment’s release of Secretary of State Dean
Rusk’s news conference, which is authorized
for direct quotation:)

Secretary Rusk. Earlier this morning Pres-
ident Johnson confirmed that U.S. aircraft
have resumed action against the lines of cora-
munication which support the continuing
movement of men and arms against the pes-
ple and Government of South Vietnam.

I wish to summarize for you the unprece-
dented diplomatic effort of the past 40 days —
an effort almed at peace—and the tragically
negative response from Hanoi. To under-
stand the full import of the past 40 days you
must recall the months and years of unre-
mitting effort by the United States and cthers
to achieve peace In southeast Asia.
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We had no assurance at Christmas time
that a suspenslon of the bombing of North
Vietnam would move us. closer to peace.
Hanoi had refused to come to the Securlty
Counell of th United Natlons in August 1964,
in response to an invitation initiated in the
Council by the Soviet Union. A call by 17
nonalined nations for negotilations without
preconditions had been harshly rejected by
Hanol, as was President Johnson’s call for
unconditional discussions at Baltimore last
April. A Commonwealth committee had been
rebuffed. The Secretary General of the U.N.
had not been permitted’to visit Hanoi and
Peiping. Suggestions by the President of
India were denounced. The machinery of
the Geneva conferences was parlyzed by
Hanol’s recalcitrance. Contacts with Hanol
and Pelping had failed to disclose a serlous
interest in peace. A pause in the bombing
last May had yielded only a polemical
rejection. _

Nevertheless, the President decided, onh the
advice of myself and his other senior ad-
visers, and in agreement with the Govern-
ment of Vietnam to extend the Christmas
pause for a further period. He did so be-
cause of America’s strong preference for peace
in southeast Asla, a desire which takes into
full account the decades of suffering and
violence inflicted upon the people of Vietnam.
He did so because a number of governments,
including a number ¢f Communist govern-
ments, had insisted that a suspension of the
bombing would create a situation in which
the possibilities of peace .could be greatly
improved. He did so because there was un-
necessary confusion at home and abroad
about where the responsibility lles for the
absence of peace—or even of discussions or
negotiations about the possibility of peace.

Shortly after Chrlstmas, therefore, we were
in touch with all the governments of the
world, more than 116 of them, as well as with
his Holiness the Pope, the Secretary General
of the United Nations, the North Atlantic
Council of NATO, the Organization of Amer-
ican States, the Organilzation of African
Unity, and the International Committee of
the Red Cross. 8ix speclal Presidential en-
voys visited 84 capitals and personal com-
munications from the President went to the
chiefs of government of many more.

Hanol was informed at an early stage of
the suspension of the bombing. They were
“told that no decision had been made regard-
ing a resumption of bombing and that 1if
Hanol would reciprocate by making a serious
contribution toward peace, it would obvi-
ously have a favorable effect on the possl-
bility of further extending the suspension,
There was no ultimatum, in word or in fact,
but rather an invitatlon to move toward
peace. All governments were reminded of
the far-reaching suggestions which the
Uniteq States had made about the possibill-
tles of peace, suggestions which were sum-
marized in the so-called 14 points. It was
made clear that, as far as we were concerned,
there could be a conference, less formal dis-
cussions, or private and tentative ‘contacts
through the most discreet channels,

We know that many governments, includ-
ing Communist governments, were active
during this period and that our own direct
and indirect contacts were strongly rein-
forced from many capitals. We were In
touch with most governments several times
during this period.

1t is with genuine regret that I must re-
port that the response has been negative,
harsh, and unylelding. Channels which had
been opened by us, one after the other,
yielded no move toward peace. Throughout
the period since Christmas, Hanot and Pelp-
ing denounced our efforts toward peace with
a contlnuing barrage of such epithets as
s“graud,” “trick,” “decelt,” “swindle,” ‘“hoax,”
“farce.” The negative attitudes of Hanol and
the liberation front have been clarified in
the last few days in an unmistakable fash-

levels set in the last quarter of 1965.

namese people.
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fon. Ho Chi Minh In letters addressed to a
number of heads of state stated: “If the
United States really wants peace 1t must rec-

ognize the NFL SV as the sole genuline rep-~.

resentative of the people of South Vietnam
and engage in negotiations with it.” In &
statement released just yesterday, the front
itself said, *All negotiations with the US.
imperialists at this moment are entirely
useless if they still refuse to withdraw from
South Vietnam their troops and all kinds of
war materials.”

But they made clear their negative view
by deeds as well as words throughout the
period of suspension of bombing. Infiltra-
tlons of men and materlals from the north
into South Vietnam continued at a high
level. Acts of violence in South Vietham
iteelf continued with relatively minor fluc-
tuations et virtually the same record high
By
these acts they made it entirely clear that
their purpose remained what 1t has been
from the beginning—namely, to take over
South Vietnam by force.

It has been necessary, therefore, for us to
meet our responsibilities to our commit-
ments to South Vietnam and the South Viet-
I jolned with other senior
advisers to the Presldent to recommend to
him that he resume the necessary military
action to support the South Vietnamese and
allied forces and to meet the aggression from
the north,

This does not mean that, rs far as we are
concerned, the search for peace will stop.
Far from 1t. The President told you this
morning that the matter Is belhg presented
to the Security Council of the United Na-
tlons. I will add that the other processes of
diplomacy will continue In full operation,
publicly and privately, directly and Indi-
rectly, in order that any possibility of peace
can be explored and tested.

It 1s possible that one of the obstacles to
peace has been g fallure on the part of Hanoi
to understand that the United States will in
fact meet 1ts commitment. It is not easy
for a democracy such as ours to prevent such
a basic miscalculation on the part of a total-
itarlan regime. If they are relying upon a
military victory 1n the south, they must
abandon that hope. If they are relying on
international opinlon to divert the Unlted
States from its commitment, they must rec-
ognize that the world community does not
support thelir aggression, If they are relying
upon domestic differences among us to save
thelr cause, they must understand that that
will not occur. The way to shorten this war
is to make 1t very clear to Hanol that the
course upon which they are embarked s
futile and that If they are prepared to sit
down and talk like reasonable men, answers
can be found which will relieve both them-
selves and their brothers in the south-of the
violence of which there has been more than
enough,

JanUvany 31, 19686.

Dear Mr. PRESIDENT: -T have the honor to
request that an urgent meeting of the
Security Councll be called promptly to con-
sider the situation in Vietnam.

As you know, the U.S. Government has,
time and time again, patiently and tirelessly
sought a peaceful settlement of this conflict
on the basis of unconditional negotiations
and the Geneva Accords of 1964, We have

done so both inside and outside the United .

Nattons.

In President Johnson’s letter of July 28,
1965, to the Secretary General, in my letter of
July 30, 1965, to the President of the Securlty
Council, and in my letter of January 4, 1966,
to the Secretary General, we appealed for
whatever help .In ending the conflict the
Securlty Council and its members or any
other -organ of the United Nations might be
able to give. We have also been in constant

" touch with the 8ecretary General in order to
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keep him fully informed and to seek his
counsel and assistance. A great number of
U.N. members, acting jointly or separately,
have with our earnest encouragement sought
to find a means of moving the conflict from

the battlefield to the conference table.

As you are also aware, because my Govern-
ment was advised by many others that a
pause in the bombing of North Vietnam
might contribute to the acceptance by its
government of our offer of unconditional
negtotiations, we did suspend bombing on
December 24 and continued that suspension
for some 37 days. At the same time, Presi-
dent Johnson dispatched several high-rank-
ing representatives to explain to IIls Holiness
the Pope and to the chlefs of state or heads of
government of & number of states our most
earnest desire to end the conflict peacefully
and promptly. Our views were set forth In
14 points which were communicated to a
very large number of governments and later
published and which were summarized in the
third paragraph of my letter of January 4,
1966, to the Secretary General.

I should like to repeat that summary to
you as follows:

“That the United States is prepared for
discucsions or mnegotlations without any
prior conditions whatsoever or on the basis
of the Geneva Accords of 1954 and 1962, that
a reciprocal reduction of hostilitles could
be envisaged and that a ceasefire might be
the first order of business in any discussions
or negotlations, that the Unilted States re-
mains prepared to withdraw 1ts forces from -
South Vietnam as soon as South Vietnam Is
in a positlon to determine its own future
without external interfrence, that the United
States desires no continuing military pres-
ence or bases in Vietham, that the future
political structure in South Vietnam should
be determined by the South Vietnamese peo-
ple themselves through democratic proc-
ezses, and that the question of the reuni-
fication of the two Vietnams should be de-
clded by the free decision of their two peo-
ples.”

Subsequently, the Presldent In his state
of the Unlon address on January 12 reit-
erated once agaln our willingness to consider
at a conference or in other negotiations any
proposals which might be put forward by
others. I am authorized to inform the Coun-
cll that these U.S. views were transmitted
both directly and indirectly to the Govern-
ment of North Vietnam and were recelved.
by that Government. .

Unhappily, there has been no afiirmative
response whatsoever from Hanol to our efforts
to bring the conflict to the negotiating table,
to which so many governments lent their
sympathy and assistance. Instead there have
been from Hanoi, and of course from Pelping
as well, merely the familiar charges that our
peace offensive, despite the prolonged bomb-
Ing pause, was merely a “fraud” and a “swin-
dle” deserving no serlous consideration. The
most recent response seemed to be that set
forth In President Ho Chi Minh's letter to
certaln heads of state which was broadcast
from Hanol on January 28. In this letter
President Ho Chi Minh made quite clear his
unwillineness at this time to proceed with
unconditional negotiations; on the contrary,
he Insisted on a number of preconditions
which would in effect require the United
States to accept Hanol's solution before
negotiations had even begun. This is ob-
viously unacceptable.

Therefore, Mr. President, my Government
has concluded that it should now bring this
problem with all its implications for peace
formally before the Security Council. We
are mindful of the discursions over the past
months among the members of the Council
as to whether a formal meeting could use-
fully be held in the context of other efforts
then in train.. We are also aware that it may
not be easy for the Council itself, in view
of all the obstacles, to take constructive ac-
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tion on this question. We are firmly con-
vinced, however, that in light of its obliga-
tions under the charter to maintain inter-
national peace and security and the fallure
&0 far of all efforts outside the United Na-
tions to restore peace, the Council should ad-
dress itself urgently and positively to this
situation and exert its most vigorous en-
deavors and its immense prestige to finding
a prompt solution to it.

We hope that the members of the Security
Council will agree that our common dedica-
tion to peace and our common responsi-
bility for the future of mankind require no
less. In this connection, we are mindful of
tae renewed appeal of His Holiness the Pope
only 2 days ago in which he suggested that
“an arbitration of the U.N. confined to neu-
tral nations might tomorrow-—we would like
to hope even today-—resolve this terrible
question.”

Accept, Excellency, the assurance of my
highest consideration.

ARTHUR J. GOLDBERG.

Mr. ATKEN. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator from Montana for his re-
marks. X repeat that I never questioned
the desire of the President to establish.
peace in the world. Any President would
s0 desire. I am sure Lyndon Johnson is
no different in that respect from the
others.

I also appreciate the Senator’s refer-
ence to Gen. Matthew Ridgway, who, I
believe, was Army Chief of Staff at the
time we went through a similar conflict
of opinion, and who he advised against
our sending large numbers of men to
southeast, Asia to help the French.

I well recall General Ridgway telling
me after a hearing one day that if we
sent 2 million men into the Vietnam area,
they would be swallowed up. Now con-
ditions are different from those in Korea,
where we had relatively nearby bases and
short supply lines. I do not believe that
if the Soviet Union and the Chinese
worked hard in trying to find a location
for a showdown they could have found
one more disadvantageous to us than in
southeast Asia.

Again I thank the Senator from Mon-
tana for his statement.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. AIKEN.
from Oregon.

Mr. MORSE., I am deeply moved, and
millions of Americans will be deeply
moved, by the outstanding speech the
Senator has just made in this body. It
is my hope that the Senator’s speech will
be printed verbatim not only for the New
YVork Times, but across this Nation in
niewspaper after newspaper.

Not only did we hear a historic speech
from the Senator from Vermont, but we
heard a historic speech from the major-
ity leader [ Mr. MansrIELD]. It, too, must
receive very wide circulation among our
people, for, in my opinion, this has now
become an issue for the people. 'This is
an issue of which the American people
want war or peace. ‘The people are en-
titled to know all the facts on both sides
of this historic controversy.

Mr. President, the Senator from Ver-
mont stated that he had taken a position
Tor some time urging that we not get our-
selves involved in an escalation of the
war in Asia. He has said that he hoped
he was right and that if the Presidenf

I yield to the Senator

ABbroved For Rel@g8a s uus/ s e R DS 7 B0 U4 s RUT0 4000100024

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

proved himself to be right he would be
the first to acclaim the President.

Let me say to the Senator from Ver-
mont that I, too, would acclaim the
President if his course of action leads to
peace. However, I do not believe that
escalating the war will produce peace. It
may produce a surrender, bui not peace.
Then eventually the Asias will reorganize
and continue their war against us until
we too come to recognize that we can-
not maintain a dominating foothold in
Asia.

'I'he Senator from Vermont has been
right in his position, but I say regret-
fully, but respectfully, that I believe my
President has been dead wrong in con-
dueting his Executive war in Asia and is
dead wrong in his announcement this
morning that he has ordered a renewing
of the bombing and of the inevitable es-
calating of the war.

The majority leader spoke of his close
association with the President and his
great affection for him.

Tet me say that I love the President
of the United States as an individual, as
a friend, and as a leader. But, I love my
country more.

In my judgment, the course of action
that my President is following in con-
nection with escalating the war in Asia,
is not in th> best interests of iny country,
for I share the view of the Senator from
Vermont that Asia, of all piaces, is no
place for us to become involved in a
massive war. If woe betake us and we
have to go into such a war, I believe such
a war is immoral, illegal, and unjusti-
fiable. I believe that war is unthinkable
forevermore. We should face the fact
that humanity cannot survive another
world war. I cannot sharc the hope,
because I believe that it is simply a false
hove, that we can obtain a peace by
making war in Asia.

Of course, I am pleased that the Presi-
dent has announced he is going to take
the issue to the Security Council. I am
sorry that at the same time he is going
to escalate the war.

I want to see the resolution he is send-
ing to the Security Council. Taking it
to the Security Council, so far as it is
possible suecess is concerned. is depend-
ent upon what position we take in the
Security Council and what the resolution
proposes. The proposal to tike it to the
Security Council comes at least 215 years
late. But, better late than iever.

I highly commend my President for
coming to the point of view that the
United States should go to ihe Security
Councit. I have pleaded for that for a
long time past—many times. I have
been requested in the past by the White
House to prepare a series of proposed
resolutions and legal argumoents in sup-
port of taking the issue to the United
Nations.

It is extremely unfortunate that at the
same time he has renewed the air raids
on North Vietnam, for this will make it
far more difficult for the U.N. to take
eflective action than if the raids had
remajned in suspension.

1 close my remarks by stating that I
hope, when this matter is taken to the
Security Council, that we will make clear
to the Security Council that we do not
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intend to let the issue rest there. If the
Security Council or any member thereof
decides to veto that resolution, then I
wish to say to my President this morn-
ing, that we should call for an extraor-
dinary session of the General Assembly
of the United Nations and lay the threat
to the peace of the world before it. What
we need in southeast Asia now are many
divisions of United Nations peacekeeping
foreces, not warmaking forces. What we
need in southeast Asia is the drawing of a
good many neutral buffer zones across
South Vietnam that will seek to stop the
killing. What we need, of course, is to
make perfectly clear to the world that we
are ready to let the nations of the world
sit in judgment on this war and seek to
exercise the procedures called for in the
United Nations Charter in trying to end
it.

That is my plea. That is my prayer.
I hope that among the various alterna-
tives open to us that at least we will say
to the Security Council, “We are ask-
ing for a United Nations conference on
the war in southeast Asia, because under
the United Nations Charter there are a
great many procedures that the Security
Council can follow.” The Security Coun-
cil could call for a United Nations con-
ference which would bring not only the
Security Council members, but all the
members of the United Nations into focus
on the problem and lay the matter before
that enlarged body. I would hope that
consideration would be given—although I
will go along with any proposal that
makes it possible for the United Nations
to take jurisdiction—to the possibility of
the Security Council, or the enlarged
group that I have just suggested, might
call for reconvening of the Geneva con-
ference. This would bring the Com-
munists into the picture. I know that
many do not like the thought of bringing
the Communists into the picture, but to
think of bombing them out of existence
is wishful thinking. They happen to be a
great power and force in Asia, and they
will continue to be a great forece and
power in Asia, no matter what war efforts
the United States makes in Asia.

Under the canopy of the United
Nations, through a reconvened Gencva
conference, there could be offered some
hope of trying to bring reason to bear in
bringing to an end the immoral killing
that characterizes this war.

I close by saying that I do not accept
in full the observation of my majority
leader in regard to the power of the
President of the United States. I do not
believe that the President of the United
States, under the Constitution, has the
power to conduct this executive war in
Asia. He is conducting it, anyway. I
know that there are many in Congress
who would like to give him authority to
continue to conduct it. However, in my
judgment, the time has come to place a
check upon the President of the United
States in regard to conducting an execu-
tive war.

I believe that one of the salutary effects
of placing this issue before the United
Nations might be ending at long last
the unilateral action of the United States
in southeast Asia. Members of the
United Nations who signed the U.N.
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Charter, as well as the United States,
should start living up to their obligations,
too.  Let us pray and hope that the
President’s belated decision to go to the
Security Council will lead to peace.

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. Mr.
President, will the Senator from Vermont
yield?

Mr. AIKEN. Iam glad to yield to the
Senator from North Dakota.

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. Icom-
mend the Senator from Vermont for a
well-reasoned speech full of good judg-
ment; and I believe, timely admonition.

Apparently, his views have been and
are much the same as mine, because for
several years, ever since I visited Vietnam
some 5 years ago, I have felt that this
would be the worst place in' the world
to fight communism. I believe that we
have to fight communism but, like the
Senator from Vermont, I believe . that
much of this war has to be fought in
the hearts of people all over the world.
With our limited resources, both in man-
power and financially, we should not be
picking out an area to fight the Com-
munists where they have all the advan-
tages and we all the disadvantages, as
is the case in Vietnam.

The administration has been totally
unrealistic on this war situation, and I
believe it has been something less than
frank with the American people in not
giving them all the information they are
entitled to have and in not telling them
all that we would have to encounter in
fighting a war in southeast Asia.

Approximately 2 years ago we were
advised by top officials of the adminis-
tration that the war would be over in a
few months. They should know better
than that, I believe that the public could
and should be told now at least some of
the real problems we face, certainly
better estimates as to the cost to the
United States and more of what is in-
volved in this war. The Communists
have a pretty good idea of what we will
need to win. Why cannot we tell our
people what the Communists -already
know?

For example, the estimate of 600,000
troops we will necd in southeast Asia is
a conservative one and is something that
our people should be told.

I agree with the Senator from Vermont
that Congress should appropriate the
money necessary to prosecute the war
and raise the necessary money through
taxation and other means, and fully sup-
port it in every way.

For myself, I see nio alternative at this
time but to support the President in the
decision he has made—at least for the
tiine being.

Mr. AIKEN. I thank the Senator
from North Dakota for his kind remarks.
I join those who hope that.the Presi-
dent’s appeal to the United Nations may
be effective in promoting peace in south-
east Asia. We must not forget, however,
that Russia’is a member of the Security
Council and that Russia has, apparently,
decided that southeast Asia is the best
place to have a showdown,

While I do not give up hope, T seri-
ously doubt that any appeal to the
United Nations will be effective. The
United Nedtions has had plenty of oppor-
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tunity to take action, had it been per-
mitted to do so. I have no doubt that
90 percent of the members of the Gen-
eral Assembly would do all they possi-
bly could to effect pcace in southeast
Asia, but it requires only one member of
the Security Council to block that
action.

Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, will my
colleague [Mr. A1xEN] yield to me?

Mr. AIKEN. I am very glad to yield to
my colleague.

Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, during
his many years in the Senate, my senior
colleague has made many major contri-
butions to the national welfare. How-
ever, today, in my judgment, nothing
that he has accomplished in all that time
1is as important as the statement he has
just made. I commend him for it.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Vermont yield?

Mr. AIKEN., I am glad to yield to
the Senator from Kentucky. I am ready
to yield the floor, but I yield to him at
this time.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, we are
indebted to the distinguished Senator
from Vermont for this plain and simple
way in which he has pointed out the
possible eventualities that may fall upon
this country by an escalation of the war.

I am one of those who believe that
the bombing should not have been re-
sumed, at least at present. I did not
make my statement upon some vague
hope—important as that may be—but X
had thought that the military forces
there would be able to meet any present
military situation—unless there were
large introductions of forces from North
Korea. Also, we know there Is a supply
situation which limits our forees ability
for a time. I have believed that there
were at least additional weeks before the
security of our forces would be affected.
But the most important factor, was
whether resumption would lead to those
extensions of conflict of which the Sen-
ator spoke.

But the President has made his deci~
sion, and we appreciate his burdens and
his great responsibility. I join the Sen-
ator from Oregon in the statement he
made, as I did over a year ago, in appre-
ciation of the President’s statement that
he would submit this issue to the Se-
curity Council of the United Nations.

We are acquainted with the reasons
against this course—the fear that the
Soviet Union would veto any resolution
and thus harden its position. ]

But, if there should be a veto in-the
Security Council, the issue could be re-
ferred to the General Assembly.

I know how difficult it would be to
secure action where ‘the great powers
would be concerned. Nevertheless, this
is a hopeful course that the President of
the United States will undertake and we
should support him in his effort to se-
cure action by the United Nations. The
Senator from Vermont has pointed out
the task that this country may have to
assume, and in doing this the Senator
from Vermont has rendered the country
a valuable service.

In conclusion, we are beginning to de-
bate issues which should have been un-
dertaken along time ago. We rely upon

1499

the Committee on Foreign Relations. I
sald a year ago that the committee
should constantly consider this prob-
lem, and advise the Senate on the sub-
ject. We must work together in this
solemn cause to find an avenue toward
an honorable settlement. )

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Bass
in the chair), Is there further morn-
ing business?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, I believe that the President had no
choice about resuming bombing and the
other efforts being made by this Nation
to assist South Vietnam.

This Nation is there because the Com-
munist aggressors are there. This is a
part of world struggle that has continued
since 1946, an effort by Communists to
subjugate by force everything they can
subjugate, an effort to take over every-
thing that they can take over.

They are not going to leave the anti-
Communists any area that borders on
Russia and China unless they believe we
have the force to hold them. They have
made that abundantly clear in place
after place. This is a part of that over-
all problem.

The Geneva accords were agreed to.
This Nation was not a party to it. We
knew about it. We were consulted about
it.

The Geneva accords were violated time
and time again by Communist aggression.

We did what we could to help
South Vietnam sustain itself. It was
faced with constant aggression to the
point where our naval vessels were in the
arca and were attacked on the high seas
by torpedo boats of North Vietnam.

At that point we voted for a resolution.
We said that we approved measures
directing a strike back at aggression in
the arca. We approved of such addi-
tional measures as the President might
deem necessary to resist aggression in
that area. :

What did the President do? At that
time we struck back at the bases from
which the enemy vessels ‘were operating
in the waters in the vicinity of North
Vietnam. That was an act of war. But
we did not start it. They did. We
struck back. We authorized the Presi-
dent to take such additional measures
as he deemed necesary. _

Those people were sending down orga-
nized forces from North Vietham and
South Vietnam. The President sent in
forces to help South Vietnam sustain
itself.

Reference has been made to the United
Nations. My understanding of the United
Nations Charter is that members of that
organization agree not to use force
against one another o settle interna-
tional problems, but they do not agree
not to use force when the other fellow
uses force on us.

Red China is not a signatory to the
United Nations Charter. They say that

.the United Nations has no right to be

consulted in this case, The government
in Hanoi is not a signatory to the United
Nations Charter. They will not abide by
a decision not to use force.

We are in a fisht. One may call it what
he will, but acts of war are being com-
mitted by both sides against one another.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senator
from Louisiana may have as much time
as he deems necessary.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Wilhout
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. We hope to
limit that struggle and keep it within
bounds and we hope for a peaceful settle-
ment.

We will discover that when North Viet-
nam thinks they are in a position to de-
feat us before the entire world, with two
other Communist powers behind them.
They are not going to let us out of there,
short of defeating us, if they can.

When we are in a war we should fight
to win. That is what we have done in
the past in any fight when we wished to
prevail.

Any time one goes to the conference
table with the Communist powers they
arc going to let it be known in a hurry
that they are not going to give victory at
the peace table that we cannot win on the
battlefield. This country cannot win, if
it cannot stand casualties, and blanches
at the sizht of blood.

We have lost 1,500 men. They have
lost 30 times that many, at least. They
have a backward, primitive nation.

if we have arrived at the point where
our determination is so weak and our
support of the President is so little, that
we cannot stand with our President
arainst a small Communist power, then,
we had better get out of South Vietnam;
and not just Vietnam but all of Asia.

Hvery friendly leader in the area will
he in a foot race to get out if he has been
on our side; and the others will find some
way to accommodate themselves to the
Communist spirit.

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, will the
Scnator yield for a series of questions?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. When I com-’

plete this thought I will be glad to yield
to the Senator from North Carolina.

If the United States cannot stand fast
against Communist aggression, does any-
one think that India is going to stand
against Communist China? Does any-
one think that Pakistan or Indonesia is
poing to stand against Communist
China? Who is going to stand against
Communist China when they see that
they cannot count on the United States
to stand by with fortitude?

I yicld to the Senator from North
Carolina.

Mr. ERVIN. I wish to ask the junior
Senator from Louisiana if this is not
true.

When all is said and done, and the
matter is faced with realism, there are
only three possible courses by which we
can put an end to the fighting in
Vietnam.

The first is negotiation. The second
is by winning the war. The third is by
withdrawing or surrendering.

Are there any other alternatives pos-
sible in the Vietnam situation?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. The Senator
did not put the question quite this way,
Lut I assume in the third possibility that
he stated could include abject surrender
the surrendering of all equipment and
troops to them.
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Mr. ERVIN. Is not withdrawal a
surrender?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. At least we
get some of the men home if we with-
draw.

Mr. ERVIN. When one withdraws
from the battlefield one surrenders the
battlefield to the enemy, does he not?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. The Senator
is correct.

Mr. ERVIN. Does the Senator from
Louisiana agree with the Senator from
North Carolina that the President has
done and is doin~ everything i1 his power
to obtain a settlement by negotiation and
thus far he has been unable to find any-
body willing to negotiate with him?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. e has done
exactly that.

Mr. ERVIN. Does not the Senator
from Louisiana agree with the Senator
from North Carolina that communism is
determined to extinguish the light of
liberty all over the face of th» earth?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. ‘That is my
opinion. If the Communists feel that
they can extinzuish the licht of lib-
erty, they will do everything they can to
get rid of it. They are seeking by every
means to prevail. It is more than
an effort to win over the minds of men.
Any man who agrees with the philosophy
of the freedom and liberty of man is
likely to have his head cut off if he speaks
arainst his Government as some people
here speak against our goveriiment. We
have scen that in the Soviet Union and
Communist China. People who express
such .views against a Communist state
have their heads chopped off

Mr. ERVIN. Before putting to you
my next question I would like to make
this plain: If I had been running the
United States all by myself during re-
cent years, I would not have placed any
Ameriean servicemen in South Vietnam.
But the question confronting America at
this hour is not whether we should put
our servicemen in South Vietham. They
are already there. Are we not in the
vosition which Grover Cleveland called
a condition and not a theory?

Mr. I.ONG of Louisiana. We are. We
have committed ourselves in Vietham.

Mr. ERVIN. Does not the Senator
from Louisiana agrce with me in the
proposition that if history teaches any-
thing, it teaches that even the most
richteous man cannot live in peace un-
less it pleases his wicked ncighbor for
him to do so? Does not the Scnator from
T.ouisiana agree with me in the proposi-
tion that if North Vietnam and those
who back North Vietnam would stop fur-
nishing men and weapons and equip-
ment, the war would cease?

Mr. ILONG of Louisiana. I believe the
Senator is correct about that. He is
correct.

Mr. ERVIN. Onemore question. De-
spite our great admiration and our great
affection for Members of Congress, is it
not, possibly true that the admirals and
generals who have spent their lives
studying war can make a more accurate
determination of what is advisable, not
only to win the war in South Vietnam,
but to protect the lives of American boys
who are already there?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. They can.
That has been their judgment.
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Mr. ERVIN. I thank the Senator.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. There has
been some talk about the difficulties of
fighting a war on the mainland of
China. I have heard that statement
put in many different ways. President
Eisenhower has been consulted about
this matter. My best understanding is
that he has repeated his statement of
support once again as to the wisdom of
the course we are pursuing there.

Furthermore, there is g difference in
marching an army off into China and
helping South Vietnam defend itself. I
recall that General MacArthur favored
holding South Korea, but not marching
an army into China itself.

If China should decide to go into
India and bring the people of India
under the domination of the Commu-
nist government of Peiping, it could be
said that in helping India we were be-
coming invelved on mainland Asia. No
one has contended that we should not
have helped India or Pakistan to hclp
defend themselves if they were attacked
by the Soviet Union or some other Com-
munist power.

Our defense positions that we hold in
South Vietnam are every bit as defen-
sible, and in some respects much more
defensible, than those that we had when
we resisted China in Korea. We did
not fight a land war in China. To say
that we should not risk a war to resist
aggression, and help a friendly power in
Asia resist Communist aggression is
quite another thing.

It is always possible to find militery
experts who would disagree, but the pre-
vailing view is that we can and should
help the people there to defend them-
selves from communism.

Our positions in South Victnam are
excellent compared with those of our
adversaries. We are located where we
can haul in the materiel needed for our
troops. Our adversary has great diffi-
culty in getting in an adequate amount
for his needs. We can haul in large
quantitics of supplies, as much as we
need to supply our troops.

Unless and until Red China and any
other Communist powers come to decide
that they really want to live in peaceful
circumstances with the United States—
and certainly Red China has not decided
that—neither has Hanoi—they are go-
ing to continue to probe our will, probe
our determination, trst our zeal, and
test our unity by such activities as we
are confronted with in South Vietnam.
When they use force against us, the only
way to stop it is to use force in return.
That is what we have been doing.

It has been said that we cannot win,
or at least that our difficulties of win-
ning are insurmountable. Someone has
said that it is necessary to have a 10-to-
1 advanfage to wipe out the guerrilla
forces.

My understandine of warfare is that
when two nations fight and one decides
that it will resort to guerrilla activity, it
requires great numbers to combat the
guerrillas. But the way to get a 10-to-1
majority in most wars is to keep fight-
ing and winning until the adversary has
less than a 10-to-1 ratio.

In the Civil War, when the South had
paid a tremendous price in casualties, it
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was - suggested the General Lee should
- break his army up into guerrilla bands
-and that their chances would be better

to win the war as a guerrilla effort. -

Perhaps the war could have been carried
on on that basis, but with the war con-
tinuing and one adversary winning and
the other losing, there comes a time
when the side that is losing must decide
to quit.

With the dangers this Nation faces, I
say we have no hope to come out of this
situation in any honorable way other
than to fight it and win it. If we cannot
win it, we should at least make a genuine
effort to win. If I do say so, that leaves
a lot to be desired, so far as what the
Nation can do.

What can we do to help? Inmy judg-
ment, the best thing to do here is to unite
behind our Commander in Chief. He is
the one who has to bear the brunt of the

- responsibility. He has to decide what
we will do. He must take the final step.
He must make the final plan for victory
or for the success our forces may achieve
while fighting on any battlefield.

It has been suggested that this Nation
appeal to the United Nations; that the
President request Ambassador Goldberg
to sugegest that the United Nations look
into this matter. We shall find that that
will be a rather frustrating experience.
The Communist powers will be ready to
say every false thing that their vicious
tongues can utter against the United
States. They will call us every vicious
word and name that can be said about
us. If we are able to get any kind of
resolution to uphold us through the Se-
curity Counecil, in all probability the So-
viet Union will veto it. After 2 or 3 more
months of denunciation by a- number of
large and small powers that are Commu-
nist or friendly to Communist powers,
eventually the General. Assembly might
‘vote on the question. If anhy action at all
were taken that would favor our side, the
Communists would not respect it. They
would not abide by it. Once again, we
would be confronted with the fact that
we had a resolution from the General
Assembly, but Communist China is not
a member of the United Nations. Nei-
ther is the Hanol government.

If the resolution is favorable to us
they would refuse to abide by such a
resolution. Then, we would be back
where we started. Who would do the
fighting? The situation would be as it

has always been: We would have to do -

the fighting.

I applaud the President’s determination
to make greater efforts and to use our
forces so as to make the side of anti-
communism prevail in South Vietnam.
I pray that we will prevail.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield? .

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I yield.

Mr. ATIKEN. I have been much inter-
-ested in the Senator’s spirited defense
of the administration. But at this time
I eannot understand why the adminis-~
tration needs any defense. Certainly in
my remarks I emphasized the sincerity
of the President in desiring peace. . I

called upon the American people to make .

such sacrifices as may become necessary

to win the war or'come as near winning
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1t as possible. So I do not see why the
President needs any defense.

I have expressed the hope that the
President’s judgment would be right;
the hope that he has taken the right
course; and the hope that the war might
be ended satisfactorily within a short
time—perhaps not so quickly as Sec-
retary McNamara promised at one time,
when he said that most of our boys would
ke home by Christmas. That was 2
years ago.

But the Senator from Louisiana made
one statement that bothered me some-
what.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I am not
undertaking to quarrel with the views
of the Senator from Vermont; I am
simply undertaking to state my own
views. I find some things in the Sena-
tor’s speech with which I agree, and per-
haps some things with which I do not
agree. But other Senators have had
their say, and I am simply stating my
views. I am not seeking to take issue
with the Senator from Vermont.

Mr. AIKEN. I am not disagreeing., I
think taxes ought to be raised, according
to the President’s request; but the Presi-
dent did not begin to go far enough in
order to wage war In any satisfactory
measure. . . .

But what disturbed me a little were the
remarks of the Senator from Louisiana
that we have to defend democracy wher-
ever we find it in the world. He pointed
out India as one of the countries we
might be called upon to defend. I was
wondering whether the Senator, well in-
formed as he is on administration mat-
ters, could say whether there is any point
beyond which we would not go to defend
Vietnam, Thalland, the Philippines, In-
dia, the African countries, or any other

place where democracy might be threat-

ened? Is there any point beyond which
we would not go? !

Mr. LONG of Loulsiana. I do not
know the answer to that question. But
there is no place in Asia where it would
do us much good to make a stand if we
were to pull out and leave after we had
committed ourselves, as we have in Viet-

nam. I do not believe the people would’

trust us or count on us, fecling that they
could not count on the United States to
fulfill its commitments.

I should say that all such situatlons
would have to be judged by the circum-
stances of the particular case. I would
certainly hope that where such situations

. arose, the United Nations could be help-

ful to us, Just as it was in the difficulty
between India and Pakistan. So the situ~
ation does depend on circumstances.

Suppose the Communists decide that
they will try to take Berlin again, as they
decided sometime ago they would take it.
How far would we go?

President Kennedy said that we would

go as far as necessary, but we would not -

let them take it. In this case, once we
are committed, I think we must continue,
if we can find a way to an honorable
peace, I would strongly favor following
such a course; but if not, we shall have
to fight unless we are willing to let the
Communists take over.

Mr. ATKEN. On the 2d of June 1964,
I took the position that the United States
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had an obligation to South Vietnam;
that we might have to station troops in-
Thailand, provided Thailand wanted
them and would cooperate fully with
their own forces. But at the same
time, I questioned the advisability of un-
dertaking to police the whole world or t2
escalate the war further. That is why I
asked whether there is a point beyond
which we cannot go.

In this case, I think perhaps we have
been mousetrapped into letting Russia
and China choose the arena for a major
showdown. I do not know for sure, how-
ever. Cuba would have been much
nearer to us. But Russia did not choose
to have a showdown in Cuba. It goes
without saying that if Russia was able to
put missiles in Cuba, she can.put many
more in Vietnam without our knowing
about it.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I approve of
what was done with regard to taking the
missiles out of Cuba. I think the Sen-
ator will find T am on record as saying
that by not making a stronger effort to
furnish more military ald in the Bay of
Pigs invasion we made a mistake.

Mr. AIKEN. I hope, when the Presi-
dent has his tax bill before us, the Sen-
ator will support him in his request to
retain the tax on automobiles and phone
calls. I think what he is asking for will
be but a drop in the bucket compared to
what will be needed. .

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. The budget
provides that twice as much will be
needed in 1967 in Vietnam as was needed
in 1966. That Is provided in the Presi-
dent's message. It may be necessary to
do more than that. The President has
sald that If more is needed, he will re-
quest what is necessary.

Mr. President, that concludes what I
have had to say. It seems to me we are
not going to get any peacekeeping force
in Vietnam to head off the Communist
aggressors. I have doubts that the
United Nations will make a useful con-
tribution to this matter. But since the
President has indicated he wishes to lay
the matter before the United Nations, he
is entitled to our support as our Com-
mander in Chief. I hope the President
may find a way to settle honorably the
controversy in which we find ourselves.
Until that time, we should fight to de-
feat the aggressors.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I was
pleased to hear the distinguished Sena-
tor from Louisiana finally conclude by
saying that, though he had previously
doubted the advisability and efficacy of
taking the issue to the United Nations,
nevertheless he intertained some hope
that it might be beneflclal. I share in
that conclusion.

A basic and, I fear, grievous error has
been committed over a period of years in
step-by-step treatment of the difficulty
in Vietnam as if it were, and in permit-
ting it to become, an American war.
This violates the prineciple of collective
security.

In the principle and practice of col-
lective security, the free world may be
able to contain the surge of international
communism. Standing alone, it is ques-
tionable that the United States has the
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power and the resources and the wisdom
s0 to do.

This is a serious hour in the United
States and in the world. I know there
will be those who will be critical of the
Senate in conducting what may appear
to some to be a divisive debate in this
hour. Senators have made errors of
judegment, but so have three Presidents.
So have the hcads of our armed serv-
ices. Unfortunately, there has becn a
plethora of mistakes, and in that all of
us have shared.

Where are we? The Communists have
us committed on a battlefield where we
suller the greatest possible disadvan-
tages. They have us standing there vir-
tually alone. I hope that one objective
of the President’s move with respect to
the United Nations is to enlist the aid
oi the nations of the free world.

It was for the purpose of averting the
kind of catastrophe that now threatens
the world, or to mitigate a catastrophe,
or to mediate such a threat of catastro-
phe, that the United Nations was formed.

Mr. President, it is late. The hour is
very late, I fear. But let us hope it is not
too late.

Some people seem to regard Vietnam
as the end ot the earth, or the center of
the earth. It is neither.

The vital interests of the United States
can be found in many places, and in
many places they are greater than they
are in Vietnam. We can no more ex-
clude those other vital interests or ne-
elect them than we can afford to ignore
the threat to peace in Vietnam.

The important thing in this conflict
is not Vietnam, North or South; but,
rather, it is the equation among the
three leading world powers today.

"I'he power struggle in the world in-
volves the vital interests of the United
States. Indeed, it involves the survival
of the humanity of the world.

sihall we pursue a course which promi-
ises one of two results—Ifirst, the healing
of the breach between Communist China
and Communist Russia, out of which we
have taken some hope in that there was
a fissure in the monolithic unity of inter-
national communism? Shall we pursue
a course which bogs the United States
down in a war with China, leaving Rus-
sia free to work her machinations in
Africa, in Latin America, in the Medi-
terranean, in Eastern Europe, or in
other places? Or shall the principal
thrust of our Government be to contain
the limits of this war within bounds
which we can reasonably hope will be
manageable, and enlist the offices of the
United Nations and other neutral pow-
ers and other great influences such as
Pone Paul, the intellectuals of the world,
all men of good will, to find a way to
smother this raging fire?

1 hope and believe that it is this latter
course which the President has chosen.

IMr. President, let us be candid and ac-
knowledse that there are many voices in
Washington today who say that it would
be ecasler to knock China out now than
it would be 10 years from now. I have
heard it frequently. I helieve it is fair
{2 say that it is partly because of that
rising insistence that the Senate Foreign
Relations Committee has come alive to
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its public responsibility its constitutional
responsibility.
I was in the Congress after the end of

- World War II, and I heard voices giving

the same message, voices from the iden-
tical sources from which I hear them
now.

It will be better, they then saild, to
knock out Russia now than to wait until
she has nuclear weapons. Fortunately,
we did not follow the advice of preven-
tive war then. There has been some rap-
prochement between the Soviet Union
and the United States; we arc not now
threatening to destroy each other, though
events have been marching step by step
as if inexorably to the point where a

world conflagration might ensue. God
forbid.
Let nof the extremists nrevail. If the

extremists do not prevail, there is yet
hope for mankind to avoid a world war.

I have been deeply disturbed that it
has been dangerously near. I frequent-
ly hear the phrase used, “land war in
Asia.” Mr. President, once this Nation
were committed to a war with China,
public opinion in this country would not
permit our men to be mateched man to
man with the masses of China.

A war between the United States and
China would quickly degenerate into a
nuclear war. That is my helief. It may
be that my view is in error, but feeling
as I do that the imnortant thinz involved
is the eguation smong the three great
powers and the danger of war between
those three great powers, I have risen to-
day to sneak these thoughts.

The most hopeful event of today is
the refercence of this matter to the United
Nations. I am not advised of the form
of the reference, or the manner of the
resolution, but it is a step in the right
direction that we take the matter there,

where the pressure of world opinion can-

be focused.

I am not, sure how helpful or how ef-
fective it will be, but it is the brightest
hore of the day.

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, it had
not been my purpose to enter into de-
bate at tais time. I feel that the words
of the President of the United States re-
quire careful study and consideration—
and this will involve nho criticism of any-
one for the fine contributions made in
this moming’s discussion—but any Sen-
ator who has not herctofore prepared a
careful, considered, and extencive anal-
ysis of the situation cannot speak with
benetit to the Senate or the country.
The events of these days and of this pe-
riod must not to be treated by off-the-
cuil speeches.

It was my purpose, when the parlia-
mentary situation of the Senate per-
mitted, to make some observations about

“the conduct of the war, commenting par-

ticularly on the lack of candor with
which Congress, the press, and the peo-
ple have been treated, and commenting
somewhat on the role played in all of
these harrowing operations by the Sec-
retary of Defense. This morning, I am
impelled to make only one ob:servation,
and that is occasioned by the words of
the President of the United States which
have been commented on with much the
same approach that I have, but so elo-
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quently and to the point, by the distin-
guished Senator from Tennessee [Mr.
GoRel.

Whatever else may be the situation,
whatever mistakes have been made in

. the past, I, for one, am compelled to ob-

serve that if mistakes have been made,
Congress cannot divest itself from par-
ticipating in those mistakes, and that the
vote that we cast—and the Senator from
New Hampshire participated in voting at
that time-—involves us with the Presi-
dent in the conduct of this conflict, a
conflict from which we cannot retreat
with honor to ourselves, or safcty to the
free-loving and peace-loving peoples of
the world at the present moment. I sup-
port the President’s decision to resume
bombing. We can do no less as longz as
there is an American bhoy fighting on the
ground in Vietnam.

However, the point in the President’s
remarks this morning that I found par-
ticularly encouraging was the refercnce
of this matter to the United Nations. The
words he uttered in approving the posi-
tion taken by many, including His Holi-
ness, Pope¢ Paul, insisting that solu-
tions of problems we are facing in south-
east Asia shall not be a unilateral solu-
tion.

I have never belicved that the United
States could get to the conference table
and cffect a unilateral peace at this time.
I doubt whether the President thought
s0. I suspect that these long negotia-
tions and endeavors—this peace offen.-
sive—has been largely for the purpose—an
purpose which I hope has been accom-
plished—of imvressing the world with
the fact that this country desires peace
whatever the attitude of our enemies.

I regret that the comments on this
matter of participation by the United
Nations as an organization at this time
have, in most cases, been either too cyni-
cal or too hopeful. There are those who
continue to believe that the United Na-
tions in its present situation and under
its present handicaps has the power and
the influence to bring about peace any-
where.

There are those, on the other hand,
who persist in the belief that because of
the handicaps and obstacles it faces, the
United Nations as a peacemaking and
peacekeeping organization is wuseless.
Such people believe we are only maling
an idle gesture when we try to enlist the
United Nations.

The Senator from New Hampshire does
not adhere to either of those positions.
The Senator from New Hampshire fecls
very strongly that the United States of
America has sufficient influence in the
world, and sufficient power, if it chose to
exert it, to make the United Nations or-
ganization face these problems.

The Senator from New ampshire
feels that this country has been =al-
together too lenient, altogether too lack -
ing in firrmness of approach, in firm-
ness of utterance, in steadfastness of
purpose, in failing to demand that
the United Nations perform its func-
tions. When we begin to talk to the
United Nations in a way that indicates
to the membership of that Organization
we are saying what we mean and that w:
mean what we say, then and then only
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will those nations within that organiza-
tion who are supposed to be—and at
heart I hope and believe are—on the side
of freedom, the side of law Instead of
war, of peace instead of bloodshed, will
really begin to function. ’

Mr. President, I doubt whether they
are going to face that responsibility un-
til we face ours within the United Na-
tions.

Let me suggest one point, Mr. Presi-
dent—the only point that I have not
heard suggested In the discussions of the
situation in southeast Asia.

I agree with those who have said that
this must not be purely an American war.
So long as the nations of Asia can be
given the impression that it is the white
man fighting against the yellow man—
even though there may be some yellow
men on our side—just so long can it be
unjustly asserted that this s an Ameri-
can war, a war of American aggression
and imperialism, just so long will the
nations of Asia who, however they may
feel in their minds about communism and
the principles involved, in their hearts
will find their sympathy to be with their
own race, against the white man, who
has been exploiting them for so many
generations.

° Mr. MORSE, Mr. President, will the
Senator from New Hampshire yield at
that point?

Mr. COTTON. I am glad to yield to
the Senator from Oregon.

Mr. MORSE. I commend the Senator
from New Hampshire very highly for the
statement he is making. I dismiss the
comment about his remarks being off the
cuff . The Senator from New Hampshire
always speaks well extemporaneously;
and once again is making a valuable
contribution to this historic debate.

If the Senator from New Hampshire
will permit me to make one more com-~
ment in reference to the United Nations,
I completely agree with the observation
that he has made about the United Na-
tions. _ Over and over again, I have
stated for the past 2% years that I did
not know whether it would work, but
that we should try.
speech after speech, that we would place
the members of the United Nations in
the posture of finding whether they are
going to live up to their obligations un-
der the charter; but there has been no
justification, in my opinion, for their not
living up to our obligations. That is why
I have pleaded to carry out our obliga-
tions under the charter and take the is-
sue to the United Nations and make
clear, as the Senator has declared, that
they should live up to their obligations
and proceed with the peacekeeping pro-
cedures of the United Nations to stop
this war.

Mr. COTTON. I thank the Senator
from Oregon. I did not want to take too
much time in the morning hour for too
long remarks, but I wish to finish the
point I was about to make, that we should
avoid making this a unilateral war a war
conducted by the United States of Amer-
ica, with only token assistance or par-
ticipation by others, particularly the
Asiatics.

No. 15——b5

I have stated, in_
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But there is one point I have not heard
emphasized. This morning in the Sen-
ate we are prone to feel some gloom and
discouragement as to the prospect of an
early victory. Because of that we fail to
ask ourselves what happens if we win.

It is hard for the Senator from New
Hampshire to believe that after all the
billions of dollars we have invested in our
military organization and our national
defense, with all the talent, all the re-
sources, and all the power of this great

country, we cannot bring this war to a.

successful conclusion. And I mean con-
ventional weapons; we must not resort to
nuclear weapons.

But even now, suppose we bring this
war to a successful conclusion, repel the
aggressors, and establish boundaries he-
tween North and South Vietnam, what
happens then?

Mr. President, we not only do not want
a unilateral war and a unilateral victory
by the United States over its foes; we do
not want a unilateral peace to be en-
forced by the United States alone. Even
1f we take the most optimistic viewpoint
about the conclusion of hostilities in
southeast Asia, how many years would
our men be guarding the borders, as they
are today between North and South
Korea? How many years would they be
policing, and enforcing a successful, vie-
torious peace between North and South
Vietnam? That, too, we want to avoid.

The only way to avoid a unilateral war
and a unilateral peace, the only way not
to have it a purely American war and an
American enforced peace, is through the
concerted action of other nations; and
the United Nations, imperfect though it
may be, is the only instrument at hand
for such united action. We have re-
garded the United Nations—and I think
justifiably—with much disappointment.
It has performed some very constructive
functions in preserving the peace in many
countries, which those who are critical
of it are prone to forget. On the other
hand, we know that it has thus far
failed in preserving peace between the
two great protagonists in the world—
the free nations and the Communist bloc.

This is understandable with a Com-
munist veto in the Security Council and
many new and neutral nations in the
General Assembly.

Mr. President, we have been paying
far more than our share of the costs—
certainly the peacekeeping costs and, to
an extent, the regularly assessed dues
and costs of the United Nations. Mem-
bers of the Senate and Members of the
House, the press, and the people in many
sections of the country have been pro-
testing. I never go home to vislt with
my people that someone does not ask,

“Why don’t we make the other members -

of the United Nations pay their dues?”

I have never failed to resist those
views. Instead, I have tried to explain
and to discourage the feelings of our citi-
zens who think we should insist on every
nation paying its just share in the United
Nations, or else have us get out and scut-
tle and let the United Nations go where
the League of Nations went. I count the
cost very low, even though we bridle a
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bit about paying more than our share.
T count the cost really low to contribute
what we are obliged to contribute to the
only organization in this world that is
organized for and dedicated to peace in-
stead of war, to justice, and to the pro-
tection of the weak against aggression.
Because the United Nations does not
practice the principle of one man, one
vote laid down by the Supreme Court in
our own country, the United Nations has
constantly been taking in the new, small,
emerging nations, each of which has the
same vote and the same power in the
General Assembly, at least, as does the
United States of America.

Year by year, we have seen looming
on the horizon certain events that some
of us gravely deplore. Year by year, the
best that our friendly United Nations
have felt that they could do for us in
many cases has been to abstain from
voting, Year by year, by a constantly
narrowing vote, we have been approach-
ing the time when into the United Na-
tions might be admitted, or invited, &
nation or nations that have never once .
even professed, to say nothing of show-
ing by deed, their desire to maintain
peace in the world and to protect the
weak against aggression by the strong.
The time may come when that will hap-
pen. So far as the Senator from New
Hampshire i{s concerned, it will happen
after every effort has been made to pre-
vent it, because I cannot see how the
United Nations would ever he strength-
ened by admitting into its body nations
that will not even profess a desire to ful-
fill the peacekeeping functions of the
United Nations. However, it may hap-
pen; and when it does, we shall hear
across this country the greatest outcry
we have ever heard to have the United
States scuttle the United Nations and to
get out.

What has been said heretofore will be
2 mild, mere whisper, compared to what
will be said then. Even though I have
raised my voice constantly against the
admission of Red China into the United
Nations, and shall continue to do so, I
am not prepared to say that in any con-
tingency that can be imagined I would
suggest our deserting the United Nations,
so long asthere is the slightest hope that
with our participation and assistance the
peace of the world may yet be main-
tained. If that hope should disappear,
the situation would be different. But so
long as it is certain that if we should
withdraw from the United Nations at any
time in the future, the United Nations
would be doomed—and that would be a
grave decision for this country to make—
with all those things looking us in the
face, the question of appealing to the
United Nations concerning the present
conflict in South Vietnam or southeast
Asia becomes almost minor, grave though
1t is, explosive though it is, dangerous as
it 1s, and tragic as it is. It becomes al-
most minor, because the United States
has reached a point—and we should real-
ize it, and I commend the President for
speaking of it—where we must decide
whether we are acting firmly and aggres-
sively in insisting that the United Nations
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be a functioning body for peace, and be
absolutely unyielding, and adamant in
the position we take.

For many years, the Senator from New
Hampshire, when he was a Member of
the House and later as a Member of the
Senate, voted for every foreign aid bill.
But for the past 4 years he has voted
against foreign aid bills, not because he
does not believe in foreign aid, but be-
cause he believes that foreisn aid has
become improperly administered and im-
properly channeled. He believes we have
come to the end of the road in lavishly
and indiscriminately dishing out foreign
aid to a hundred nations.

We have been weak kneed and irreso-
lute. The State Department, I know,
has many explanations. I have heard
some of them. I suppose that some of
the distinguished members of the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations, too, have
many answers to this charge. But I say
that so long as we are so yielding, so long
as we lack the firmness to stand up for
our rights and stop trying to buy our
peace, stop trying to bribe people, and to
stop trying to ingratiate ourselves with
people—until we stand up and speak with
& clarion voice in the world, we shall con-
tinue to be spending American lives not
only in southeast Asia, but all across the
world. So long as we are willing to fight
these battles single handed, so long as
we are willing to finance and to pay the
price of giving, giving, and giving to na-
tions, regardless of their willingness to
stand with us, we shall appeal in vain
to our friends in the U.N. The idea that
there is something narrow, something
selfish, something un-Christian about
saying that we will not give aid to a na-
tion until it proves and demonstrates by
deeds, not words, that it stands on the
side of peace and on the side of freedom
and self-determination on the part of the
weak peoples of the world, is dead wrong
The situation has reached the point
where other nations have come to regard
the support of this country militarily,
financially, spiritually, and in every other
way, as an inherent right, and we have
permitted that concept to stand.

M. President, the real ray of hope in
what the President says is the indication
that he intends to put real pressure on
the United Nations to get off of its knees
and stand on its feet and become an im-
portant factor and force for peace in the
world.

I hope he mcans that. I hope he
means that from this hour the American
people can look to the President for that
kind of leadership. I have the very
greatest respect and deepest affection
for the President resulting from the
vears that we were associated with him
an the Hoor of this Senate.

T must say very frankly, for these are
w0t vimes to mince words, that I have a
high regard and respect for the Secre-
tary of State, but I do not want to see the
Heeretary of State and the State Depart-
ment waging this war.

I must add that in all of my 19 years
that I have served in the Congress there
tias not been a single Cabinet officer, Re-
publican or Democrat, In whom I have
tiot had confidence, even though I dis-
agreed with them.
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There has not been a single one I
ould not trust until we began to suffer
under the ministrations of Secretary
McNamara. I cannot speak of him with
the same confldence and the same re-
spect that I can speak of the Secretary
of State.

I believe that the resignation of Secre-
tary McNamara would do more toward
winning this war and strengthening our
defense posture than the addition of
400,000 men in South Vietnam.

But the President is the Commander
in Chief. I pray to God that his refer-
ence 0 the United Nations, the demand
that the United Nations assert itself, is
not a mere pious hope, but thai it rep-
resents a firm determination with re-
spect to the United Nations, of which we
are not only a part but the part that
makes it go, that he intends to require
action by that body as the price of our
continued support.

This war must cease to be an Ameri-
can war. The peace that follows must
not be an American peace, to be cnforced
unilaterally by this country and having
frontiers in Asia patrolled by American
poys.

That is the ardent hope of this Sen-
ator.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. COTTON.
from Oregon.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President. I wish
to say by way of comment on this great
speech by the Senator from New FHamp-
shire that my reaction is amen and hal-
lelujah at the same time. It is a speech
that has been long overdue on the floor
of the Senate. I congratulate the Sen-
ator.

Mr. President, I ask unanimaus con-
sent that there may be inserted in the
RECORD a transcript of the CBS news
forum yesterday afternoon on the sub-
ject of “Vietnam Perspective—The Con-
gress and the War,” which was partici-
pated in by Senators CLARK, MORSE,
MuwbT, and STENNIS, and Represcntative
Bocas.

There being no objection, the tran-
seript was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

VIETNAM PERSPECTIVE—THE CONGRESS AND
THE WAR
(As broadcast over the CBS televitiom net-
work Sunday, January 30, 1963)
Guests: Senators JosepH Crark, Deniocrat, of

Pennsylvonia; WAYNE Morse, Democrat, of

Oregon; Xarwr E. Muxnpr, Republican, of

South Dakota; JouN STENNIS, Democrat, of

Mississippl, Representative HALz BodGés,

Diemocrat, of Louisiana.

CBS new correspondent: Eric Scvareid.

ANNOUNCER. In its continuing special cov-
erage of the conflict in Vietnam, CBS News
presents “Vietnam Perspective, the Congress
and the War.” And to lead the discussion,
here is CBS News Correspondent Eric Seva-
reid.

Mr. SEvarzID. Good afternoon.

The United States now has a quarter-mil-
lion soldiers, sailors, and airmen in and near
the divided land called Vietnam. More ma-
rines have just landed. We are in a major
war if not a great one. Since Christmas Eve,
no American bombs have fallen on North
Vietnam which the Government of Lyndon B.
Johnson regards as the real motivating
source, the real headquarters of the attempt
to take over all of Vietnam.

I yield to the Senator
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This bombing pause was to give the Hanoi
regime time to think about peace negotin-
tions, we hoped. The President says the
enemy has not responded and Ho Chi Minh's
statement of yesterday does appear to be a
rather flat refusal.

Here in Washington there is a general con-
viction that we are now about to resume
bombing North Vietnam and there is a fecl-
ing, strong if somewhat vague, that this will
mean the casting of the die, no turning
back, and that anything could then hap-
pen—perhaps military victory, perhaps the
beginning of peace talks, perhaps eventually
war with China itself.

The bombing pause also gave the Congress
of the United States time to think, and in
the last few days many second thoughts have
been expressed. Even the President's legal
authority for making war in Vietnam is ques-
tioned by some. The long-awaited great
debate in Congress about this war apparently
hasg started.

In the next hour and a half the lines and
the texture of that debate will, we should
think, be reflected by what is sald around
this table by six Members of the Congress,
men who represent at least roughly the full
spectrum of thought on Capitol Hill.

Let me say at this point that this city of
Washington and its surroundings are covered
by the heaviest snowdrifts in many years
and these men have come to this city today
by tow car, police car, and on foot to keep
this engagement.

Let me introduce them around the table.
First, Senator JouN STENNIs, of Mississippi,
ranking member of the Senate Armed Serv-
ices Committee,

Senator WaynNE MorsE, of Oregon, member
of the Foreign Relations Committee, perhaps
the Senate's most outspoken opponent of
our Vietnam policy.

Representative HaLe BogGas, of Louisiana,
the Democratlc whip in the House,

Senator Kart. MunpT, of South Dakota,
member of the Foreign Relations Committee.

Senator JoseEpm CLARK, of Pennsylvania,
also & member of that committee.

Representative Gerarp Forp, the Repub-
lican leader in the House was to have been
here. He may yet make it. He is coming
from the snowdrifts of Virginia. If he does
make it, there will be a chair for him.

Well, gentlemen, however we got Into this
war and under whatever commitments and
authorizations, the immediate question in
most people’s minds seems to be how we go
about it from here on out.

A few responsible Americans say we gshould
simply get out of Vietnam. Some argue for
a holding defensive action from the bases we
already have there. Others want us to pur-
sue an active, hard-hitting battle by all pos-
sible means including the bombing of North
Vietnam again.

I would like to start this part of the dis-
cussion as to what we are to do now with
Senators STENNIS ahd MORSE.

Senator STENNIS.

Senator STENNTs. When we first sent troops
into Vietnam in 1954 I strenuously opposed
the movement on the Senate floor because I
thought it might lead to war and that we
would be in there and have to fight it alone.
But regardless of the original situation, the
wisdom of going in at oll, we are there now
and I have reached the painful conclusion
and I have lived closely with bthis the last
2 years as chairman of the Preparednecs
Subcommittee, I have reached the painful
conclusion that we must see it through. We
must fight it through if necessary to a mili-
tary victory or to honorable peace terms.

Now, we have already put the American
flag in issue. We have committed our hoys.
The flag and our men have been fired on.
Blood has been lost. Over 1,800 men have
been killed. Our honor and our prestige arc
both at stake. And that is why I say even
though costly it may be, and however far we
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may have to go, to back off now would be
more costly and would cost us more In the
long run in additional uprisings, outbreaks
in Asla, in South America, even in Europe
1tself, and perhaps in Africa. :

Now, it has become clear to me that the
Communists in Asia have firmly declded to
make this war a test, a test of our military
power, how much will we have to use it,
and more than that, a test of our natlonal
purpose and our will to win.

They belleve, I think, that a long, grinding,
har@d war on the ground will drain away our
willpower and that we will finally withdraw;
our way to easy peace, largely on thelr terms.
So I think now we must make a national
deciston that 1t 1s our purpose to win and
then set about to do the things that are
necessary for that victory, and, of course, X
think that will include applying military
force to break this stalement we are in now
where we can’t posslbly win without more
force.

We must strengthen our forces and move
forward, and that means we are driven to
resumption of bombing of targets in North
Vietnam as a necessary part of the support of

our men that are already on the battlefield.

That includes powerplants and petroleum
supplies, fuel supplies, ports, harbors, and I
think on that point that after the President
as Commander in Chief has made the de-
cislon as to whether or not we resume the
bombing—I think we should—then the mili-
tary, professional military men can well select
the targets and that we. in the Congress
should not worry about that.

I believe that if we do not proceed along
this line, we can expect a continued stale-
mate, a long, long, bloody, unbearable war
that could last for 10 or 15 years, and also
that would bleed us and bleed us and that is
the Communist line, their hope.

As T said, if we don’t make it here, we will
have to make 1t elsewhere in many places.

Mr. SEVAREID. Thank you, Senator STENNIS.

Senator WAYNE MOoRsE, of Oregon.

Senator Morse. Well, as my very much re-
spected friend, JOHN STENNIS, knows, I think
he was completely right in 1954. I shared his
view that it was a mistake to go in. We
should not be in there. And I think it Is
still a mistake, and I think he is wrong now
in edvocating that we escalate this war and
for the reasons that I will give briefly now
and expand them later. B

First, I want to say that I am perfectly
willing to rest my entire case upon the re-
port of the Mansfield committee, the com-
mittee composed of Senator MANSFIELD, Our
majority leader, Senator MuskIg, of Maine,
Senator INnoUYE, of Hawaii, Senator AIKEN,
who is the dean of the Republicans in the
Senate, and Senator Bocas, of Delaware, the
report that they made after they came back
from their Asian tour entitled “The Vietnam
Conflict, the Substance and the Shadow.”

And you find in this report many warnings
to the American people in opposition to the
major thesls that my good friend from
Mississippl has just sought to defend. But—
and I wish that the American press would
start printing that report in installments so
that the American people can see it, for the
facts of this report have got to get out to the
American people if we are going to avold the
slaughter, in my judgments, of tens upon
tens of thousands of American boys in Asia
for the next many years. Because you are
not going to end the war in Asla by forcing
the Vietcong and the North Vietnamese to a
surrender table. A surrender table will never
be a peace table.

The major thesis I want to defend this
afternoon is that we are without a scintilla
of international law right to follow the course
of action that we are following in Vietnam,
Sad for me to say it, but the Americanh people
must face the ugly reality. We are an inter-
natioanl outlaw in South Vietnam., We have
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no right under the U.N. Charter. We have
no right under the Geneva Accords to be in
there. We stand in violation of one section
of the Geneva accords after another,

Let me take, for example, our setting up
the puppet government in South Vietnam.
The Geneva accords didn’'t provide for two
governments in Vietnam. It provided for
two military zones, one in the north and one
in the south, to which the French military
forces repaired; provided for a 2-year perlod
for electlons in South Vietnam, to call for
the unification of the area, to provide for
free clections on the part of the Vietnamese
people. Who stopped it? Our country
stopped it. We took a Vietnamese exlle out
of New York City and Washington, D.C., by
the name of Diem. We flnanced him, we
militarized him, we set him up as a puppet
government In South Vietnam in clear vio-
lation of the literal language of the Vietnam
accords,

I am at a complete loss to understand
why we would violate those accords al-
though at the time we didn’t sign them, al-
though we sald we would accept them as
principles of International law. The sad,
ugly reality in that chapter is golng to be
written agalnst us in the history of inter-
national law. It 1s the United States that
from the very beginning was really the major
aggressor In South Vietnam.

Next, may I say that I have here 13 articles

of the United Natlons Charter which in my .

judgment we stand in violation of as far as
carrying out our obligations there. What is
my remedy? Not to get out. I agree you
can't get out but bring others in. If we
just try to get out because of what we have
done In South Vietnam, there would be the
greatest blood bath I think in human his-
tory, but what we need to do is to bring
others in on a peacekeeping basis and not a
warmaking basis.

So I applaud again, although I had advo-
cated the use of the United Nations, I ap-
plaud the Pope’s suggestion that this matter
be submitted to the United Nations for ar-
bitration. That is one of the outs and one
of these articles I point out will provide for
that.

But I close these opening remarks by say-
ing in my judgment let the American people
face the fact that 1f you think you can win a
war in Vietnam that will not lead to a mas-
sive war in all of Asia, you are mistaken, and
you are golng to have to keep hundreds ot
thousands of American troops over there for
decades to police Asia if you try it. ’

Mr. Sevaremp. Senator, I want to turn to
Representative HaLE Bodcs, of Loulslana.
Are you this pessimistic about 1t?

Mr. Bocas. Well, Eric, remember, I saw you
the night that I returned and I was not
pessimistic then and I am. less pessimistic
now.

Let me say that I am in total and com-
plete disagreement with Senator MoRSE.
Senator Monrsg is consistent in that he was
one of the two U.S. Senators who voted
against the Vietnam resclution of 1964. His
position has not changed, 1t is not different,
I would say, however, that what he advo-
cates would lead to only one thing as it was
described in a very thoughtful editorial in
the Washington Post this morning entitled
“Unconditional Surrender.”

Now, one doesn't become an expert by go-
ing to & country and spending a few days, &
few weeks or an unlimited period of time,
but I think one does acquire a feel that he
doesn’t have unless he does go.

I discovered several things in Vietnam.

No. 1, our position 13 only now being felt
there. In order to judge our posture, I tried
to put myself in the shoes of the other man,
look .at 1t from the polnt of view of Hanoi,
of Pelping, and as I see it, their situation is
much different from what it was 6 months
Bgo.
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We keep referring to 1954 and the years in
between, Actually, however, we have only
had power In Vietnam since last summer
when we started moving troops in.

At that tlme there is no question about
the fact that that war was belng lost. Vil-
lage after village was belng subjected by the
Vietcong. The only really secure area In. all
of South Vietnam was Saigon. .

Today the situation is quite different. I%
is different in a great many ways. The peo-
ple have hope. I think they know what they
are confronted with. There is an American
presence, and I might say further, Erie, that
that presence has had a profound impact
elsewhere in the area.

Here on the wall—I don't know whether
our viewers can see It or not—is a map of
the world. Vietnam cannot be disassoci-
ated from the rest of the world any more -
than Greece and Turkey could be disassoci-
ated with the rest of the world after World
War II, and the same arguments that Sena-
tor MoRSE makes with respect to Vietnam
were made with respect to Greece and Tur-
key after World War II. And the impact In
the other areas is already being felt, particu-
larly in areas like Indonesia where just a year
ago the Communists practically had control
and where today that control has been sub-
stantially eliminated.

Mr. SevarciDp. Representative Boees, I
think later on in this program we want to
talk a good deal about this question of the
effect in other parts of the world and our
whole posture in foreign pollicy in the world
as a whole because of this war.

Do I gather from what you are saying that
you would put the emphasis now on fighting,
not on an attempt to get peace negotiations?

Mr. Bocas. I would subscribe to what Sen-
ator BTENNIS sald, that there are military
decisions that have to be made and these
must be made by the Commander in Chief,
the President of the United States, In con-
sultation with his military people.

There is emphasis on fighting, Eric. There
are 200,000 men there and the idea that we
can let these men stay there with one hand
tied behind their back is one that I don’t
subscribe to. I think the effect would be that
the American people would not support that
type of action.

Mr. SEVAREID. Senator CLARK?

Senator Crark. I find myself substantially
more in agreement with Senator MorsE than
with my good friends from Mississippl and
Louisiana. And in particular I rely a good
deal more on the Mansfield report than does
my good friend HALE Boces whose views
about the facts appear to be qulte different
from the views of the five Senators.

Let me point out the last statement in the
Mansfield report. It is short., =

“In short, such choices as may be open are
not simple choices. They are difficult and
painful choices. They are beset with many
imponderables. The situation offers only the
very slim prospect of a jJust settlement by
negotiations, or in the alternative prospect, &
continuation of the conflict in the general
direction of a war on the Asian malnland.”

I am 100 percent opposed to putting the
prestige of the United States in a general
war on the Aslan mainland where we are
going to be confronted by ground troops, so
many more in quantity than we, our chances
of success are minimal.

I support the military position of General
MacArthur who warned us against this, of
General Eisenhower, who refused to go to a
ground war on the land mass of Asla, of
General Gavin, of General Ridgway.

I think they are right and I think these
people who want to bring us into this war and
make it an American war when President
Kennedy told us that it was their war, the
Vietnamese people’s war, they have to win 1t,
they have to lose it, we can help them with
material, with advisers, with money, but it
is thelr war.
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Tt has now become an Amerizan war and
if we follow the advice of Senator STENNIS, it
will become an almost completely American
war.

We had 10,000 people in South Vietham,
according to the Mansfield report, 2 years
ago. We had 34,000 1 year ago. We have
almost 200,000 there now.

Senator SteNNIs has been quoted, and he
can speak for himself, as saying we will need
at least 600,000 there. I think it is time to
stop, look and listen.

Mr. Sevarrip. Senator Munpr, of South
Dakota, you have been listening the last 15
minutes of this——

Henator Muwbpr. Eric, I think-—-

Mr. Srvarrip. Purrowing your forehead.
Now, what would you do at this point?

Senator Munpr. I think what we have
heard here demonstrates what has been dis-
cussed around every coffee table around the
country, what we hear discussed in the
clonkrooms and the committee rooms of
Congress, and perhaps involves some of the
issues which we should be discussing on the
floor of the Senate.

Instead of repeal of 14(b) or some other
measure, it seems to me this is the biggest
and moest important issue before the country.
And I have sald In the Foreign Relations
Committee, and my colleagues have heard
me, and elsewhere that I think under our
system of gnvernment we should have the
maximum of consultation with Congress in
the formation of policy but a minimum of
consuwitation from the standpoint of battle
strategy, selection of military targets. That
has to be left to the Comumander in Chief and
Lo his military commanders in the field.

But we have been talking this afternoon
primarily about matters of policy which re-
salved, as opposed to simple language, is the
issue, do we move forward or do we move
out?

Now, there has becn injected a third sug-
pestion by Senator Morse that maybe we
can duck that issue by having it decided in
New York by the United Nations, but it is
a little late for that when we have got over
200,000 American boys under punfire in South
Vietham. We have to consider their security
and their safety, and I am not sure what
kind of outcome you would get irom a Un-
ited Nations debate up there, whether you
would jeopardize your securlty or make your
security better, but in all events, I would like
by see some kind of declaration of policy, and
{ believe WayNE will agree on this point, sent
down from the White House Lo the Senate
and let us have a debate and resolve whether
or not. our policy is to stay there and make
~ure that we do not reward agpgression or to
pull out, or if it is the will of the majority of
the Senate to send it to the United Nations,
50 be it.

wavne, I think you introduced yesterday.
if I remember right, a resolution which
would have the impact of doing this kind
of backward by rescinding the resolution to
which the President continues to allude,
which was a bit ambiguous concerning
nolicy.

Mr. Szvamrpip. Now, gentlemen, you have
latked—Senator STENNIs has toalked about a
national decision. You have talked about
n declaration of policy. The President has
ppone o0 far on the authority of that August
1064 joint resolution opposed by only two
men in the whole of the Congress, includ-
ing-——one of the two was Senator MoRSE—IL
am not quite sure what your

ienator Muwnbpr. May I suggest that that
resolution included a lot of other things ex-
cept declaration of policy., It was a bit
ambiguous.

Mr. Sevareip. Yes. That was a resolution
that gave the President, as he interprets it,
the right to do what he has been doing in
terms of military action, the commitment
of American ground forces.
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How do we get to a point of another decla-
ration of policy? What ought it to be?

Senator Morsk. Eric, let me say first, as
Karr mentioned, the two resolutions I in-
troduced yesterday, one to provide for the
resclnding of the August 1964 resolution and
the resolution itself hag a statement in it
that authorizes the Congress to rescind it if
it changes its mind. And I shall always be
proud to have my descendants reac that I
didn't vote for it. But I also introduced a
resolution yesterday calling upon the For-
eign Relations Committee to procead with
an investigation and hearings on our Viet-
nam policy.

But basic to that, understand my position.
It Is that the President ought to be propos-
ing a declaration of war if he wants Lo take
increasing thousands of American boys to
their death in Vietnam. I have suggested
in the past that he ought to reread Woodrow
Wilson’s great declaration of war message
of April 17, 1917, to the joint session of
Congress.

It is a good constitutional lesson et forth
in it for the President because Woodrow
Wilson pointed out that he was without con-
stitutional authority to make war in the ab-
sence of a declaration of war. And I have
suggested that President Johnson cught to
read Franklin Roosevelt’s message following
Pearl Harbor asking for a declaration of war.
He recognized he couldn’t make war without
a declaration.

S0 as Joun and the rest of us around this
table know, it has been my consisteat posi-
tion that no President, including President
Johnson, has any constitutional right under
article I, section 8, of the Constitution to
lead a single American boy to his slaughter
in South Vietnam without a declaration of
war.

Again, I say, Mr, President, when ure you
going to recommend it?

Myr. SEVAREID. Senator STENNIS.

Senator STENNIS. Well, first, with all de-
ference to Senator Morsg, I think it is really
tragic and unfortunate that he c¢all this
position of the United States an interna-
ticnal outlaw and by inference put that
stigma on the men that are fighting over
there.

Senator Morse. Not at all on the racn but
on you people that support it.

Senator STENNIS. All right, Now, :he idea
that we are there illegally, with deference
to you, I think it is ridiculous. We went
there to their aid at their request. It is
an old Biblical principle, come over into
Macedonia and help us.

Now, we went with that altruistic, friendly
spirit. We knew that the real issue there
was Asiatic communism because the guer-
rillas were literally cutting thosa little
people to pieces.

My objection then was that we were going
in alone, bul, anyway, we went, we are there,
we are committed. Now debate is all right.
T like debate. But I think the time for talk
has ahout run out. We have been on this
policy for 12 years. A declaration of war
now—why, three Presidents of the United
States have participated in this policy as
have Congresses for 12 years. We appro-
priated money every one of thos: years.
Last year the issue was up on the floor in
an appropriation bill that I handied. No
one challenged an item in that bill to pay
for this war-—billions of dollars.

Mr. Srvarrip, Gentlemen, I wanted to, if
1 may, raise one point in connection with
what Senator STENNIS has said hero.

Are these actions, the present actions of
President Johnson, do you feel in consistent
line with the commitments made by Presi-
dents Eisenhower and Kennedy?

Mr. BoaGGs?

Mr. Boces. Yes. I think they are totally
inconsistent with the commitments made by
President Eisenhower and by President Ken-
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nedy and with similar committments made
by President Truman when he was con-
fronted with Communist aggression in Korea.

Under our Constitution the President is
the Commander in Chief of our Armed Forces.
President Kennedy probably took the gravest
risk in the history of mankind when he de-
manded that the Soviets remove the missiles
from Cuba. He didn’t walt for a declaration
from Congress. He had a clear and present
danger and he acted because of that clear
and present danger.

Now, having said that, let’s set the record
straight. No President has conferred more
with Congress than has President Johnson.
He has had dozens of Joint leadership mect-
ings at the White House with both the Re-
publican leadership and the Democratic
leadership. As late as a few days ago he had
20 Members of the Congress there, including
some who have been quoted here, and out of
the 20, Democrats and Republicans, I think
I can say that 18 of them substantially
agreed with the problems confronting us in
southeast Asia,

Now, remember, Senator MorseE hasn't
changed his position one jota as far as I
know. He sald what he said previously. He
is saying it again. I don't see any solution
to the problems as he presents—as he talks
about them, and it is very easy tc use expres-
slons like “international outlaw.” When you
go there and you recognize the terror that
the Vietcong has employed against innocent
people, slaughtering the mayors of the towns,
the intellectual leaders, teachers, professors,
doctors, the word “outlaw” would be best ap-
plied to that group rather than to the United
States of America.

Mr. SEVAREID. I want to hear from Senator
CrLARK for a moment.

Senator Crark. Again I find myself re-
luctantly in disagreement with my good
friend from Louisiana. I think President
Johnson’s policy is quite inconsistent with
that of both General Eisenhower and of Pres-
ident Kennedy. General Eisenhower author-
ized the giving of a small amount of economic
aid during his term of office. President Ken-
nedy made it very clear, as I said a few
moments ago, that this is their war and not
our war.

I think we crossed the Rubicon to make it
our war rather than their war when last Muy
we authorized another $700 million for Viet-
nam. I made a rather extensive speech
pointing out that I thought this was a mis-
take but I voted for it in the end because I
felt the President should have thie benefit of
the doubt.

There is no doubt to my mird that this
has now become our war and not theirs, that
the policy is inconsistent, that the action is
illegal. This is not to say that the action
of our vicious and terroristic opponents is
not illegal, too, because it 1s. Who broke the
Geneva accords first, we or they, is still a
subject of some debate.

I hope, my good friend JornN STENNIS, that
there will be no effort made by the Armed
Services Committee to jam through a 812
billion approptiation with only 5 hours of
debate the way it was done the last time.
I don’t think we have had a debate in any
depth in the Congress about this and I agree
in that regard with my iriend, Senator
MunNDT.

Senator STENNIS. Senator, if I may say, I
invited debate. I handled the appropriations
bill last year for the Department of Defense,
the $700 million and the $1.7 billion, and
I invited debate at that time, and the second
bill that passed along in August or Septemi-
ber, virtually no debate on that subject.

Senator CLARK. Senator:

Senator STENNIS. That was wide open and
long thought. We are not going to try to
jam anything through.

Senator Crark. Glad to hear if.
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Mr. Boocs. Senator CLARK keeps referring
to me in his disagreement with me, and I
must say that——

Senator Crarx. That is because you were
Just speaking.

Mr. Boces. I must say when he describes
this as an American war that I must re-
spectfully disagree with him. It so happens
that the description is not proper. There
are over 600,000 South Vietnamese troops
armed and carrying on the major part of the
defense of South Vietnam. That is what it
is. It is a defense of thelr country. There
are 20,000 or more South Koreans there.
There are Australlans, a division or two.
Well

Senator CLark. Fifteen hundred men.

Mr. Boacs. Well, there will be more.
Zealand is there. )

Senator CLarx. Two hundred and fifty.

Mr. Boces. And there are other commit-
ments being made by other people through~
out the world. It is not an American war
but it is an Amreican commitment and we
intend to llve up to 1t.

Mr. SEvareD. Gentlemen, all of you here,
except Senator MoRsE, voted for that resclu-
tion of August 1964 which the President
cites as his authorization for this kind of
war. Why is 1t that it is only now that this
is coming under guestion? Is the Congress
changling 1ts mind?

senator MuwnoT. I don't think 1t is coming
under gquestion only now really. This was
tied in with different conditions. It was
not as clear cut as I would like to have
had it been. I think we concern ourselves
a little too much about whether or not there
are any inconsistencies between what John-
son is doing and Eisenhower was doing and
Kennedy doing. I don’t think they are in-
consistent. They are vastly different. El-
senhower went in with an economic com-
mitment, as Senator CLARK pointed out, and
that only. I think a total of two Americans
died over there in accldents during the entire
Eisenhower administration.

Mr. Boces. Senator, if you will yleld——

Senator MUNDE. Just a minute. When
Senator Kennedy came along, he put in some
troops. Now President Johnson 1s putting
in arms. Conditions are different, ‘That
doesn’t mean that it is an inconsistency. It
was moving in the direction of this whole
thing, and I do not believe that the President
should send down a declaration of war but
he should send down a declaration of policy
when 15 Senators claim they were confused
and didn’t quite understand what they were
voting for, that 1t was too ambiguous
and

Mr. Sgvaremp, I wonder if we could——

Senator Munpr. I think we should at least
be clear enough what the policy 1s‘and let
us vote on it.

Mr. Sevareip. I think Senator STENNIS——

Senator STENNIS. Mr. President, I don’t
think it is important to go back into this
put we seht 200 Air Force mechanics in uni-
form into South Vietnam as early as May
1954, and that is when I first objected on
the floor and we were promised that they
would be withdrawn.

Senator CLARK, You are right.

Senator STENNIS. Within 6 months they
were withdrawn, but 800 more or 400 more
were sent in. That is the beginning of our
military participation which has continued
since that time.

Now, those things are all moot, though,
now. We are in there. We are committed.
This policy is a continuation, slow, gradual
continuation.

Mr. Bocas., Well, now, let's address again
to Senator MunDT’'s statement about policy
and why we are there. Now, Prestdent John-
son made an address, I thought a memorable
address; at Johns Hopkins University in April
last year, 1965. He spelled out 1n great de-

. tail why we were there. And, as a matter
of fact, he invited the Communists—the

New
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Communists said they had to have uncondi-
tional negotiations and he sald, let's have
unconditional negotiations, and they said,
well, you have got to stop bombing. So we
stopped bombing in May for a week or §0.

They said, oh, well, that 1s not long enough.

go for 38 days, now, there have been no
bombs dropped on any target in North Viet-
nam and the reason this debate is golng on
now, Eric, is because the cuestion is right
before us as to whether or not bombing will
start again, That is why this debate is hap-
pening. And the issues are exactly the same
now as they were then cxcept for one very
significant difference. For 38 days this Gov-
ernment has sought by every honorable
means to bring up Hanol to the conference
table, to negotiate, as the President sald,
unconditionally.

Not only has the—not only the President
sought that but Governor Harriman, Am-
passador Lodge has gone to 30 capitals. Am-
passador Goldberg has gone everywhere. The
Holy Father, Pope Paul, has called for nego-
tiations, and yet Hanol says, as T cited a min-
ute ago, the only negotiation is with the Viet-
cong and you let them take over the country.

That s the issue.

Mr. SEVAREID, Gentlemen, we are going to
come back to this in a moment. I will have
to interrupt for ahout 1 minute or less to let
our stations have a word. So now a pause
for station identification.

£ * *® * *®

Mr. Sevarelp. Now back to “Vietnam Per-
spective, the Congress and the War.”

Before we leave the subject of what we
ought to do in this ight in Asla, in the imme-
diate future, I would like to get—cover one
point we really have not covered and that is
what we do about the Vietcong itself, or the
National Liberation Front.

Are we leaving some stone toward peace
unturned here by not glving them some kind
of recognition?

Senator MORSE?

Senator Morse. Well, I want to comment
on that and reply t6 Jomuw, bub I will take
that point first,

Of course, Brother BoaGs here has talked
about the President’'s Johns Hopkins gpeech,
but unconditional discussion, but he didn’t
offer unconditional discussion except seman-
tically because his Johns Hopking speech ex-
cluded direct negotiations with the Vietcong,
and let's face it, the Vietcong has the most
powerful enemy force in South Vietnam.
They control over 756 percent of the land area.
They control most of the—the majority of
the people, and yet we have up until just
recently wanted to exclude them from nego-
tiatlons. The President has said they can
come in with the North Vietnamese but they
happen to he the most powerful force 1n
Vietnam.

But now I want to say this to Joun. I can
well understand how he would take the posi-
tion—many that share his view take the
position—we mustn’s talkk about all these
violatlons of treaties by the United States
with the American people. The American
people mustn’t be told- the ugly facts about
what our Government has been doing. And,
of course, the German people weren’t told
either before the rise of Hitler. And T want
to state, the American people as they listen
to me on this telecast thls afternoon, you
and you alone own American forelgn policy,
not the President of the United States. All
this talk and this debate about the President
being the Commander in Chief does not
Justify the Commander in Chief taking
‘American boys to their death in South Viet~
nam without a declaration of war or with-
out living up to our United Nations
commitments.

And so I ask agaln, Mr. President, why
don’t you take it to the United Natlons
Security Counctl?

And what 1s our Ambassador’s alibi?
Arthur Goldberg has been saying as his be-
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hind the scenes discussions indicate the
members of the Security Council don’t want
1t to be taken before the United Nations.

What has that got to do with our treaty
obligations? I want to put them on the spot.
I want to put France and Russia on the spot
in the Security Council and take my coun-
try off. I want to get a resolution before
the Security Council calling for arbitration
as Pope Paul has asked for, calling for the
matter to be referred to the General As-
sembly, calling for a United Nations take-
over for peacekeeping purposes.

The sad fact is our country is fighting a
unilateral conducted war in Asla that is go-
ing to lead us, I fear, into a massive war, and
you, the people, have to stop it. And you
know how you can stop 1it. Make clear to
your President, malke clear to your Senators
and your Congressmen, that you want to
stop, that you want to use all the procedutres
of international law available to you, and
then if they don’t want to do it, then exer-
cise your precious right as free men and
women and beat them at the polls starting
in 1966 and 1968, .

Mr. SEvAREID. Senator Morsg, I didn’t ex-
pect to go on this long with that, but in view
of that rather lengthy and fervent speech, I
think a very brief rejoinder from Senator
STENNIS might be in order.

&Senator MorsE. Well, I am pretty well

Senator STENNIS. Just this. Just this.
On the United Nations referral, again there
is nothing illegal or unlawful that these men
we have sent forth to fight have done or that
their Government has done, and referral of
this matter to the United Nations—if you
have a plan, Senator, or anyone has a plan
that can be put to them for a matter of their
approval and use a device to get something
that has already been agreed on, that would
be all right, but to defer to them for a solu-~
tion would be giving them a problem that
Téhey cannot solve. We are going to have
o

Senator MorseE. Why do you say that?

Senator STENNIS. We are going to have fo
put up the men and the money to win this
war and we had better go on and do 1t under
our command and those that are fighting
with us. I am not willing to turn it over to
anyone.

. Senator Morse. JoHN, what you are say-
ng

Senator STENNIS, Because we are having
to carry the load already.

Senator MorseE. What you are saying is we
should tear up, just as though it is a scrap
of paper, this charter that we signed.

Senator STENNIS. No. No.

Senator MorsE. This calls for exactly the
procedure that I am calling for and you can’t
erase the indelible language of the charter.

Senator STENNIS, The United Nations
. Senator Morsg. Article we have been defy-
ing.

Senator SrTeEnNIs. Intervene and doesn’t
want to have anything to do with it and.

(Stimultaneous conversations.)

Senator STEnNIS. Doesn’t want to have
anything to do with it and we would be——

Senator MorseE. We have a duty to——

Senator STENNIS. Jumping out of the fry-
ing pan into the fire.

Senator MorsE. We have a duty to lay it
before them. That is what the charter says.
You are violating the law. You don’t like
to have me call us an outlaw Nation but we
are as long as we tear up that charter as a
scrap of paper as far as our failure to keep
our obligations.

Mr. SEVAREID. Mr. BoGas.

Mr. Boges. Senator Morsg has again made
some rather remarkable statements. In one
of them he compared our actions to the ac-
tions of Hitler prior to World War II, which
to me is an astonishing thing for anyone to
say.

Senator Morse. That is not what I sald.

Mr. Boges. Well, that is the way I——
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Senator Morsrk. The facts are being kept
from the American people as Hitler kept the
facts from the German people,

Mr. Boats. Well——~

Heunator Morse. The neople don’t know
what is going on——

Mr. BoGes. Well, I say to vou that that is

unirue, that the analogy is outrageous, and
It is a surprising statement for anyone fto
taike, particularly a U.S, Senatar, The truth
ol Lhe matier is that no President, no admin-
ralion, has fried harder to inform the
wrican people.  Dean Rusk. Secretary of
2, has spent a week before various com-
milees in the Congress in the last few daya.
Uhe President. bas had meeting after meeting
#L Lhe White Tlouse with Republicans and
Wemocerats alike, and as far as support is
eoneerned at home, T am perfectly willing,
senator, to Livie my case to the polls come
tiext; November,

Sanator Morsm, Yon are froing to have to.

Mr. Boucs. And stand—weil, you bhet, and
L arn looking—1 will stand right on what T
am saying here today. And incidentally, the
ple of the Tniled States, if' the polls mean
anylhing, support the policy of the Govern-
mend by an overwhelming majority.

e Presidert is carrying on an astonish-
balanece  between naked Communist
reession and he has done that with
: mwnimum American forces, and he
hus maintaried the support of the American
nle.

Now, I would say the staiements calling
the United Siates an outlaw. comparing us
Lo Hitler, these things really help ITanoi.
Tiey  eertrinly don't  help anyhody in
America.
cooBEvAaRR. Gentlemen, 1 want to, if T

iy

Senator Moasm, If 1 may reply to that, a
Iypical smear, 1T am always welcome to- —-
EVAREID. Can we come buack to thit a
s laler?

fenstor Monsw, T wang (o sy 0 Congress-
1 3oces the Communists nre not going
io determine miv course of aation. I want
i say thal the American people are en-
Litled to the facts and if he thinks the
American praple are getting the facts, T have
4 whole series of secret documents T would
tikke to have this administration make public,
i would like to have them make public the
tiuibreath repork made for President Ken-
nedy hefore the-——

Mr. Sevarim. Gentlemen, we are getting
inlo semething that none of us will have the
npportunity to pursue because we don’t, know
ilie premise of the documents you are talk-
iy about.

aenator Morse, T am asking to have them
made public, that is all.

Mr. Srvarrin. Well, we are not poing {0
be anhle to do it on this program.

i would like to--————
suntor Morar. T would say in answer to
her Boaos Lhat we are notf getting the
s,

r Bogas. Well, you haven'f——

Nr. Bevaremn. Tf T may for n few minutes
tuwrn this discussion around at least one
corner, wars don’t just happen on hattle-
tields or somewhere else. This war is, if it
Loes on, going 1o affect every family and
everybody’s fortune in this country, at home.
nuk maybe we ought to talk a little about
prospective price of this war. Our ability
nd cur willingness to pay it. We have had
1t budget, we have had the economic mes-
saPe Nnow, | am sure you all have a lot of
Lhonghls about that. And T think the Con-
press will be expressing its views on the cost
of Lhis war in niny specific votes for many
months to come.

£ would like o hear now—7Y think starting
periaps  with Senator Muwrr, of South
Dakota—are we going to have puns and but-
ier or guns or butter, or what, Senator?

Approved FoF Rel&4se008/ 11108 Oht-R DP67 BOO4 46RO 40000 B2 Aummmmumsminn

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

Senator Munpr, Well, T guess I am stand-
ing in for Jerry Forp on that biecause that
was not the topic assigned to me. but I am
very glad to respond to it, Eric, because I
don’ believe that we can have guns and but-
ter with equal emphasis on both without
something or somebody being sacrificed, and
I am afraid it is going 1o be the war effort,
and I don't see anything wrong abont having
A little general sacrifice among cilizens gen-
erally when we are in a war, and we all agree
on that around this table.

You L3t & major war, I think it is a
major wor., We are in it whether it is de-
clared or undeclared. The boy who is fight-
ing ard dying is juzt as dead anc is in just
as murh peril regardless of the nome of the
operation.

Since we are having this great ~ontest in
which we 111 share in the victory ¢v all suffer
from 1he defent, I think the Presids-ut should
also insist on some saecrifices frm people
generally, that thers should be cutback
in these domestic programs which are not
essentinl as of the moment. P

Let's take slum clearance. con civably a
very scund and desirable prograr:, but we
have had stoms as long as we have had cities
and T don't think we should do arything to
detraet from the importance of geuting this
Vietnamese thing solved satisfact:.rily wilh
an erduring and enforcing peace

We shouldn’t do anything in tern:s of mak-

ing i% ~r for the peopls who a 1t home,
That is what T had in mind when say, Mr.

Bogas, that there should be o decliration of
policy.

I rend the Baltimore speech. It was satis-
faetory to me. I undorstand i6.. Bul I think
that conditions should change. The war has
rotten bigper and he ought to nuilke clear
what our policies and programs and objec-
tives in Vietnam are and what the relation-
ship of the civilian population is te this war.

Mr. Borcs. Well, you can't-

Senator Muoxor. T think we los: support
when you say this is such o war, we con fight
it with one hand and sprend goorlics out
among Lhe peonle with the other.

Mr. Bocns. All I can say. Senator is, and T
know that you——

Senator MowpT. That wus not in
more speech.

Mr. BoGas. Right. I know that wou are a
well-informed man and I have profound re-
spect, Tor your knowledge, but the President
has made 2 great many declaratis since
then. Only recently he went to I: epend-
ence. Mo, for an oceasion honoring our
former President, President Truman, and
there he miade another stotement v y simi-
lar to what he said in Johns Hopking which
is the nimpla declaration that we are roing to
resigt-——-

Senator MoNnT. * * * (inosudibiey.

Mr. Bocts. That we are going o
naked aggression and we sre going to

hio Balti-

resist
abide

by our commitmeats and that if we want
peace, all he would have to do to have peace
is for Hanol to stop apgression. Tha' is what

our policy is. And it is based onm-— -

Senator Munpr. When he says it in Inde-
pendence he has to use the firat perirendicu-
lar pronoun singular “I.” When he says
“We,” Congress—we can support ni n, we
can support him, I am sure, in tha! kind of
m if we got a charnce and did some
sperificing at home.

Mr. BoGes, Just a few days ago, addressing
a hundred intelligent boys and girls who were
selected to come here by some foun
again stated the position of our Gover

Senator Munpr. I would rather bave him
talk to the Congress than the Boy Scouts.

Mr. 8Swuvarrmn. Well, pertlemen, we ap-
parently are going to try—-—
Mr. Boacs Excuse me just a minute. He

met last week for 3 hours with the leaders of
Congress.
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Senator Munpr. That is 20 out of 531,

Mr. Boces. And I can't speak for the Pros-
ident of the United States, of course, but I
think I can say without fear of contradiction
that, No. 1, he has nothing to hide.

Senator Munbor. I agree.

Mr. BoGes. And No. 2, if it is necessary that
he restate our position, I am sure he will da
it.

Mr. Szvaremp. Gentlemen, I don't know
that we bave ever before tried to finance
major war on top of a booming economy, on
top of almost full employment, and on top of
already high taxation. I want to turn to
Scenator Crarx for a moment about this,
Can this be done? Are we going to get wago
and price contiols, for example?

Senabor CLARK. Well, I think the Presi-
dent’s budget was a very skillful effors to
have us have both guns and butter. Gr
course, the gquestion is how many guns ang
how much butter.

If we were to adopt the policy which I have
advocated, which is in short tle General
Gavin position, to hold strong enclaves in
South Vietnam, not to let anybody throw us
out, not to scuttle and run, but not to seck
out and destroy an elusive enemy hiding in
elephant prass and jungle, T don’t think we
are geing t have to have as much more
money for guns as some of my belligerent
friends seem to believe.

Mr. Sevarem. I think Senator STENNIS be-
lieves that would cost more in the long run.

Senator CLarRx. Well, he may, and no
doubt in a moment he will have a chance to
tell us why,

I believe, however, that if we get to a
situation where, despite the objections of
people like myself, this war is escalated and
it becomes naore and more expensive, then
we may have to choose betwesn increasing
taxes on the well-to-do, on the wealthy, on
those living on inherited income, or in the
alternative, taking it out of the hides of the
poor, and I for one would be in favor of
raising more revenues to keep the Great
Society programs going as opposed to leav-
ing the pressnt tax structure where it is,
which is pretty much lower than it has ever
been in any major war before.

Mr. Boees. Mr. Chairman, I think Senalor
Morsg-——-

Scnator Morse. Well, I only want to say
on the guns and butter issue, you can't fight
a rassive war in Asia and not eliminate a
large part of the expenditures that you plan
to raise the Ievel of your domestic economy.
The President'’s budget message already
makes substantial cuts in the poverty pro-
gram, makes substantial cuts in public works
programs, makes substantial cuts already.

But what concerns me about this dls-
cussion is the failure to meet up to the fact
that we haven't got any support in Asia.
My colleagues around this table can't main-
tain any-—can’t mention a single major
couniry in Asia that is supporting this ap-
eration.

Listen to what the Mansfield report says,
and I still say I will rest my case oun the
Mansfield report. He says:

“With a few exceptions, assistance has noi
been and is not likely to be forthecoming for
the war eiffort in South Vietnam from na-
tions other than the United States. On the
contrary, the longer the war continues at its
present pattern and the more it expands in
scope, the grealer will become the strain
blaced upon the relations of the United
States with allies both in the Far East arul
in Europe.

“And I just took a Senate delegation
through a 5-week tour of Asia and nowhere
in the 5 weeks did I find anything but lip
service for our war in Asia, and in Hong Kong
we got a briefing that left no room for doubt
in my mind that if we escalate this war, we
give China no course but to come in.”




January 31, 1966

Mr. Sevarien. That is exactly what I want
to get into in the latter part of this program
which I would like to come to in a few min-
utes, but I do think we ought to—people
ought to be told a little more about what
this war, if 1t continues, is going to mean
to families and——

Mr. Bocaes. May I address myself to that
Just a moment?

Mr. Sevaremp, I think Senator STENNIS has
asked for the floor.

Senator STENNIS.
I think the first priority business now 1s to
win this war. That is not only in money but
in sentiment and fArst priority in policy, not
only our Government but we ought to try to
convince our allles in Europe and In Asia,
too, that it is the flrst order of business with
us, and I think that trying to carry on all
the other programs almost at their top level
leads our would-be allles to belleve that we
are not as sertous about this thing as we
should, perhaps makes our enemies think
that we are on our way out after all.

I do think the President can quickly shift
his emyphasis, though, even in a week’s time
with reference to the funds.

Now, there is no trouble about getting
money appropriated. I think if i1t goes on
it will have to be on a large scale and that we
will have to have, well, it almost comes to
some kind of controls of strategic materlals
and could come very rapldly, but certainly we
ought to emphasize the winning of the war
and say we are going to defer many of these
other programs.

Senator Morse. John, you can't possibly
have a war without price controls and wage
controls and complete control of the econ-
omy. We had to do 1t in World War II and
this 1s going to get into that kind of a war,

Mr. SEVArEID. I want to ask Mr, BoGGS——

Mr. Boges. Mr. Chalrman:

My. SEVAREID. What he—

~ Mr. Boges. I think that in order to under-
stand this, we have to lcok at where we have
been and where we are.

Now, Senator MorsE referred to World War
IT and we might refer to several other wars.
World War I, for instance, We had a gross
national product of about 840 billon In this
country, the base for conducting that war.

My, SEvarED. World War I.

Mr. Boggs. World War I. World War 1T,

- which was an enormous operation, our gross
national product was still less than $100 bil-
lion. As a matter of fact,
Roosevelt became Presldent of the United
States, it was less than $50 billion but we
were in a gigantic depression.

In Korea the gross national product of this
country wad about $280 billion. Today the
gross national product of this country ap-
proaches three-quarters of a trilllon dollars.
Tt is about $700 billion. It is estimated that
it will be about $725 billion 1n this calendar
year.

The cost of Vietnam at the moment repre-
sents about 11 percent of that gross national
product.

Now, the base is so much greater that to
make the analogy between this sltuation and
some of the others 1s not entirely accurate,.
So that I think we have to have all of those
facts before us.

As a matter of fact, last year alone the
gross natlonal product of the United States
{ncreased by $47 billion, which is the equiv-
alent of the entire gross national product of
India or the entire gross national product of
Canada, and 1t is more than the entire gross
national product of all nations on earth ex-
cept for three or four of them.

So the base that we operate from is a very
strong base indeed.

genator CLarK: It is a great pleasure for me
to agree completely for once with my good
friend from Louislana., I think the Presi-
dent's budget is realistic in the light of the
present situation which confronts us. I
think what Congressman BoGGS sald about

1 will be brief on this.

when Franklin’
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our gross national product 18 pertinent. I
think we can have this war fought the way
T would like to see it fought and still have
the majority of the Great Soclety programs
go forward, and if that becomes unfeasible
because we are threatened with some infla-
tion, then in opposition to my good friend
from South Dakota, I would ralse taxes in«
stead of striking out the Creat Soclety
program.

Mr. SEvVAREID. Gentlemen, I think the
President predicted a fiscal year deficit, 1967
fiscal year, of more than—of less than 82
billion.

Senator CLarx. Yes, but, Eric, that is on
a cash recelpts and disbursements basis,
there was a surplus of $500 militon.

Mr. SevAREID, Does Senator MUNDT think
that such a prediction over an 18-month
period

Senator MunpT. Out in South Dakota
where I come from, a merchant doesn’t try
to determine how successful he has been in
business by simply consldering the amount
of cash he takes in. He always thinks about
the cash he takes out.

Now, as Congressman Bocos talks about
this great natlonal income, how it has been
accelerated, getting larger and larger, that 1s
true, but it is also true that in this whole
period we have engaged in so much deficlt
spending that while the national Income
has been getting larger, so has the national
debt. -

Mr. Boces, No, it hasn't.

Senator Muxpor. Now at an alltime high.

Mr. Bogas., No.

Senator MuNDT. Probably $325 billion, and
you will be trying to lead your troops down
the aisle of the House this year for another
extension of the debt limit, and you know
you wlill

Mr, BoGgs. Mr——

Senator Munpr. Because of the fact we
are not trying to balance the budget—

Mr, Bosgs. Mr. Chajrman——

Senator MunpT. We are spending mone
faster than we are taking 1t In. .

Mr. Boges. Mr. Chairman, that Just lsn’t

BO.
Senator Munpr, Like the one-eyed mer-
chant,

Mr. Boces. It just lsn’t so.

Senator Munpr. Are you going to say thatb
you are not going to ask the Congress to
Increase the debt limit this year?

Mr. Boges. Let me tell you why it is not
s0. The debt celling at the end of World
War IT was sbout $340 billion but we had a
gross national product of less than 8260 bil-
lion—at that time less than #1650 billion.
Today we have a debt celllng or debt of about
$321 billlon but we are making $720 billion.,
So that our income 18 twice what we owe.

Now, let's leave it—even in South Dakota
they understand that, don’t they?

Senator MoNDT. Are you willing to tell the
American public today that you will not ask
for a debt Increase Hmit this year?

Mr. Boces. No. I am not willing to say
that.

Senator Munpr. Of course you are not,
because you are stlll engaging in deflcit
spending. :

Mr. Boees. No. I am not willing to say
that because I don’t know—I want to say
this, that I associate myself with what JoHN
I think that whatever 1s re-
quired in South Vietnam must be provided
and I also associate myself with what Senator
Crark sald, that if it does require additional
revenues to finance some of these—the war
in Vietnam, and some of the essential pro-
grams—you know, it Is easy to get confused
in terminology. Let us look at some of these
things. One of the biggest s education. I
just don’t belleve that any soclety where
education is-a dominant fact in whether we
move ahead or not, that we can cut back on
that. I justdon’tthink we can. ’

So that as I see 1t, we have to have a bal-
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ance. We have to maintaln & balance, but I
say to you, Mr. Moderator, that never has a
country been in this kind of a position before
in all of the history of mankind so far a8
economic strength is concerned.

Senator Morse, Can I

Senator MunDT. There seems 1o be

Mr. Skvaremp. Wait a minute. Excuse me
1 gecond. You seem to be saying—are you
saying that we really can fight this growing
war In Asia without individuals in this eoun-
try running much risk of a personal pinch
financially?

Mr. Boces. No, I am not saying that.

Senator Morse. I want to make a couple
of comments very quickly. First, Congress-
man Boges' statement on education. As
chairman of the Senate Subcommittee on
Education, let me say this administration
i1s planning to cut back on education and
drastically on education, and I shall oppose
it.

But I want to say that my difference with
Jor Crarx and with you, Congressman
Boges, 1s that you are arguing from a premise
that your Vietnam situation 1s going to con-
tinue to stay within the budget estimate.
And what I am trying to get you to see is
that the Vietham situation, once you resume
the bombing, is going to escalate into a ma-
jor-war throughout Asia.

Mr. Boces. Well, that 1s your premise.

senator CLarx. I

Senator Morse. But I——

Mr. Boces. That is not my premise.

Senator Morse. I don’t think there is any
way you can possibly avold it and I heard
nothing in my trlp to Asla that would justify
anybody beHeving that you are not going
to get an escalated war:

Mr. Boees. Well, T was there and

Senator Morse., Wait until you drop the
first bomb on China and you will see what
China 1s going to do.

May I say very quickly, Eric, you know
why they don’t want & declaration of war?
They couldn’t enforce that declaration of
war even against some of our allies. They
couldn't enforce 1t against Russla. You have
a declaration of war and one of the first
things you do then, you completely change
your International law relations overnight
with every noncombatant nation in the
world, and you drop a blockade around
North Vietnam-—name the countries that will
respect the blockade. Of course, we can
start with Russia. She isn't going to respect
the blockade and the first Russian ship you
sink, you are in a war with Russia, and it
will be fought not in Asla but in New York
City, Washington, D.C., and everywhere else.

Mr. Boees. Eric, just to 'get the record
straight, I don’t want to bhe on an hour and
 half program and not have my own position
stated and understood.

In the first place, I don’t advocate war.
What I advocate I helleve leads to peace
and I realize that I am in complete dls=-
agreement with Senator Morst because 1t 1s
my fundamental belief, based on whatever
knowledge one can gain from history as X
read it, that if we surrender, if we pull out,
if we accept the terms of Ho Chl Minh at
Peiping, there we will not have achieved
peace,

Tf we could achleve peace by doing that,
well, maybe it might be a rather cynical
thing to do, but maybe we could sacrifice
these people in South Vietnam. But in my
judgment, this would not bring peace.

1 think we would have to stand somewhere
else and the escalation would come not on our
side but in Indonesia, In the Philippines, in
Theiland, in Australia, and ultimately we
would be confronted not with peace but with
world war III on the terms that Senator
Morsk described.

Mr. SEvarEIn. Well, this is what I think,
gentlemen—we ought to spend the rest of
this program talking about 1t. Exactly the
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kind of thing that you have just now
mentioned.

Senator Munpr. May I say

Mr. Sevarrin. The affect on the future in
the world.

Senator MunpT. May I say to Hale that he
has not only said something now with which
Senator CrLark agrees. He has said sonie-
thing with which I agree.

Mr. Boaes. Thank you.

Mr. Sevarrip, There are many questions,
many serious and grave questions, obviously
many of them of a speculative nature at this
point in this war about our overall foreign
policy and what is being done to it by this
war.

Does it, for example, intensify the so-
called cold war with Russia? Does it tend
to drive China and Russia closer together
or further apart? Does it weapon us po-
litically, militarily, in other parts of the
world? A lot of such questions.

Senator Morse?

jenator Morsg. May I say this in answer
1o what I think was a clear implication of
Congressman Boees, that T am seeking a
settlement that Ho Chi Minh and Peiping
would approve of.

I certainly am not, but T am also saying
that we haven’t any unilateral right to de-
termine what that settlement should be
cither. It ought to be determined by the
noncombatants acting through this charter,
and I am at a loss to understand how we can
meet in 1965 and forget 1945 so soon, because
we commitfed ourselves in this charter not
to resort to war and that is exactly what we
are doing, and what makes anyone think in
this administration or in the country that
we have eifher the resources or the man-
power to police the world?

And let us remember that we are the only
major power except for that rather weak
base that Great Britain has in Singapore
that is maintaining overseas military bases.

Now, all the other nations of the world
that tried it in Asia got driven out, and what
concerns me are the American boys 50 and
100 years—and girls, too— from now. We
cannot police Asia. We have got to work
out in my judgment an international under-
standing whereby we will have the nations
lined up against the Communists to enforce
the peace by peacekeeping procedures.

That is what I am pleading for. And that
is why I think we ought to try Pope Paul’s
suggestion of getting it into the United Na-
tions and proposing arbitration and see what
they do.

Mr. SEVERFID. Senator STENNIS, isn’t this
war in a very long-range sense a step, an
effort, however, blundering and groping to get
some kind of balance of power to keep the
peace In Asia as it has been kept pretty well
for the last 20 years in Russia?

Now, do we feel that—I take it you Tfeel
Lthat this effort of ours is going to lead to-
ward that kind of stabilization to a degree
rather than that this effort in itself is going
to upset Asia into—knock it over into a third
world war.

Senator SrRNNIS. Well, T think if we do
not carry it to a conclusion that ig successful
that that is really the end of any stabilization
and any policy that we are interested in.
I believe it is a total collapse.

Now, after we have carried it to a S5uccess-
ful conclusion, frankly, I think we have a
Lerrific problem ahead from our viewpoint
In getting things stabilized there so as to
hold in check this spread of Asiatic coms
munism, and frankly I don’t think we are
going to be able to do it alone because we
hiave only 6 percent of the population andg
7 percent of the land area and limited in our
manpower and our resources.

But certainly how it ought to eollapse is
for us to fail to win this war. It is ap-
solutely essential. And from there on I
think further steps must be taken BUCCeSS-
fully to consolidate some kind of plan that
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will be effective. I do not think the present
ones are. That will be effective toward stab-
ilizing that great area of the country. And
I don't say we would have to withdraw if we
don’t get it, but we certainly would have to
reconsider the whole policy and move to a
new position.

Mr. SEVAREID. Senator MunpT?

Senator MunDpT. Now getting to the topic
on which you asked me to discuss matters,
and. I am glad to be on it because this is now
looking ahead, the thing that has brought
My support of the administration’s policies
in Vietnam and the thing that will continue
to bring it so long as I am convinced that
we are moving in that direction, is that I
firmly believe we decrease the likelihood of
global warfare and the nuclear warfare by
refusing to reward aggression in Vietnam and
refusing to accept defeat, and as long as this
administration policy follows that line, as
long as I think it moves in that direction, I
am going to continue to support the Presi-
dent, and I wish he would put it that clear-
Iy to Congress. This is the thing which I
have been talking about, not a declaration
of war.

Who are you going to declare wai on? Rus-
sla and China and North Vietnam and the
North Liberation Front? Or do it on the
Installmeat plan. That might move us in
the way of escalating the war that we are
all trying to hold out.

Now, you asked us to say something about
what this implies in terms of future rela-
tions with Russia and China, and I think
that the only way you ean discuss that is to
try to conjecture as to where this war is go-
ing to go. Our relations with Fussia and
China are going to be substantially differ-
ent if we don’t accept defeat there than if
we do accept defeat. So much depends en-
tirely on the imponderables.

Is there going to be a spreadin;; of differ-
ences between Russia and China? Are they
going to move toward each other? Nobody
can speak with accuracy on that. We can’t
tell. Is there going to be any tendency on
the part of either Russia or China to dis-
continue their continuous aggressinn by mil-
itary tactics and by subversive activities?

Are they ever going to be content to let
little countries like Vietnam work things out
for themselves? What is going t« be their
attitude on the nuclear bomb, the thing that
nobody talks about, Eric, but the thing that
is in the back of the minds of knowledgeable
people, this terrifying though, what is going
to be the relationship of the free world to
China once they get a delivery system for the
bombs they are building now?

We say we mustn’t do this in Vietnam or
do that in Vietnam because of the reactions
of China. China isn’t going to go away. In
4 or § years it is still going to have reactions,
and what are those reactions going to be if
she gets a delivery system for a whole ar-
senal of atomic bombs and continues her
hatred of everything sacred and cverything
free and everything white and everything
American as she does now?

These are the imponderables.

Mr. Boags. Let me recount a bit o history.
I was there during the week of the Cuban
crisis with the other congressional leaders
with President Kennedy and after Khru-
shehev had written his letter to the Presi~
dent saying that he would withdraw the mis-
siles, President Kennedy said almoest in an
aside, he said, “The threat to world peace is
no longer dominant in Russia. It is now in
China.” And the real test of what happens
to mankind is what transpires after China
obtains the hydrogen bomb.

About 2 years later I was back in the same
room in the White House with Fresident
Johnson, most of the same people, and the
briefing was on that very subject, the fact
that China had exploded a nuclear device.
And the question was directed to Secretary

.
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McNamara-—I can say this now because it
was published in the New York Times just a
few days ago—as to what the present danger
is, and the answer came back that there was
no real present danger but within 10 years,
assuming the continuation of militant, ag-
gressive communism in China and the de-~
velopment of an adequate delivery system on
the part of the Chinese, the danger would
be real and very acute.

Well, now, I think, Senator, that that is
really what we are talking about and that
is what the debate is all about in Vietnam.
And I think that history is pretiy much on
our side. I believe that much of this mili-
tancy was synonymous with the Soviets a
decade or two ago, and we stood firm in
Greece and Turkey and Berlin and in Cuba,
and now we are faced with the same situ-
ation as I see it in China and we must stand
firm again.

Mr. SEVAREID. Senator CLARK?

Senator CLARK. This is the subject, Erle, to
which you asked me to address myself for
perhaps 3 minutes, and I should like to make
seven points.

The most important, indeed the vital as-
pect of our foreign policy in the foreseeable
future, will be our relations with Russia
and China. The Vietnamese war is really
only an incident in that overall relationship,
an unhappy, an unfortunate incident which
I hope we can terminate promptly with
honor.

I agree with Senator MuwnpT. I don’t want
to accept cdefeat. I am against it. I dis-
agree with Senator STeNNIS that we could
fight a holy war against godless communism
to total victory in this kind of day and age.
Most wars end short of unconditional sur-
render. I hope this one will.

My second point Is that if we could arrive
at a detente with the Soviet Union or with
the various matters with which we are novs
in disagreement, wars of national liberation,
the German problem, nonproliferation. of
nuclear weapons, disarmament, most of our
problems of peace would be solved, and this
to my way of thinking should be the major
obJective of our foreign policy to deal with
those rough, tough, mean Russians in a way
which is to their self-interest, economic and
social, and to our self-interest.

I believe this is not impossible. I don't
think we are doing nearly enough on our
side to arrive at that result.

Third, the Russian-Chinese quarrel is se-
rious. We should do nothing to drive them
together. If we start bombing Hanoi, if we
start bombing Peiping, not only will we lose
Saigon but we will throw Russia into the
arms of a leering China and we will be in
very grave difficulty.

My fourth point is that China is still at
the belligerent stage of its revolution and
we must persuade China that they are not
going to win by undue belligerence, whether
1t be by financing wars of national liberation
elsewhere or by achieving total victory over
South Vietnam and the Americans,

And my fifth point is that our diplomacy
should be adjusting itself to an overall effort,
hopefully with the support of the Russians,
and the other Communist nations to per-
suade China that mutual and peaceful co-
existence is essential to her well-being as
well as to ours,

My sixth point is that world war III is
unthinkable, under no circumstances should
we allow the thought of a nuclear war, the
bombing of Peiping, the unleashing of pu-
clear weapons in Vietnam or Ching to drag
us into a holocaust which would destroy cur
civilization,

And finally, my seventh-—in other words, I
am against preventive war now as I have been
since the end of World War II.

My seventh and last point is that Vietnem
makes all of this very difficult Indeed and
we should do our best to come to an ad just-
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ment under which we have an honorable
peace, under which nobody throws us out but
so we can get back to the really important
matters of foreign policy which is our rela-
tions with Russla and China,

Senator Morse. Eric, may I say 1 coms-
pletely agree with the seven points that JoE
Crarx has just enunciated, but I want to
make a comment on Kari’'s and JOHN'S talk
about aggression. It sounds like Dean Rusk,
Somebody ought to ask the question who is
aggressing?

Now, there isn't any doubt that the North

. Vietnamese have violated the Geneva accords.
But so has the United States, and from the
very beginning. And here is Vietnam—the
North Vietnamese say, “We are going to put
out of South Vietnam and help our brothers,
the Vietcong, put out the ‘United States,
which is in viclation of the accord, and that
is the reality that Dean Rusk doesn’t want
to face up to and I am afraid most of the
administration.

Well, walt until we get a judge on ., If
you ever get before the United Nations you
are golng to get it judged on, but I want to
get that behind me, and I want to say that
a group of us had a meeting not so long ago
with the Russian Ambassador. I was invited
to 1t. And there is a lot of talk, you know,
in this country about bombing Hanoi and
we asked him, “What would be the position
of your government,” and he sald, of course,
if we bomb Hanol we couldn’t bomb Hanol
without killing Russians and they, of course,
would go to the support of North Vietnam.

Then we asked him about bombing nuclear
bases in China, and he sald, “What is the
date for that? Can you tell us when you
plan to do that?”

Then he made very clear, as I found
wherever I went in Asia, that if you move
into China, you are going to get involved
in a land war with China because you cen
bomb her out as far as her cities and nuclear
installations are concerned, but you are go-
ing to have to meet her on the ground and
you are golng to have to meet her with hun-
dreds of thousands of men, and that causes
me to say, Erlc, what I sald in the begin-
ning—that we are keeping from the American
people facts as were kept from the German
people, and we are.

Let the administration open the gsafe of
the Forelgn Relations Committee, bring out
and let the American people see it before
they start dying by the hundreds of thou-
sands what the top military advisers of this
Government said about a land war in Asia,
and I want to say there s nothing that has
changed the situation.

vYou are not going to produce peace by a
jand war In Asia. You are going to procduce
peace by doing what Joun StENNIS, I think,
clearly implied, getting some other nations
to line up with us to keep the peace, not
make war but keep the peace. And that 1s
why I supported for example, the United
Nations action on the Gaza strip, in the
Congo, and Cyprus, in Pakistan, and India.
It was all right for Arthur Goldberg to urge
the Security Councll to take action on the
war between India and Pakistan. Why
doesn’t my President say to Goldberg, “Cet
up there and offer the same resolution for
United Nations take-over in South Vietnam."”

Mr. SEVAREID. Mr, BOGGS.

Mr. Boces. Mr. Moderator, Senator MORSE
has relterated some statements that he made
earlicr which I addressed myself to at that
time.

I would like to elaborate a bit, 1f I may,
on some of the very thought-provoking state-
ments made by Senator CLARK & moment ago.
One I think is a split between the two
types of communism, the Soviet prand and
the Chinese brand.

I think this is indeed a very real thing.
In every Communist Party on earth this
struggle 1s golng on between the Chinese
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communist and the Russlan Communist.
The significant thing, I pelieve, Jow, is what
the impact might be if we did withdraw from
Vietnam without, to use your ' very fine
phrase, “an honorable peace,” hecause that
s what I want, too.

Senator CLark. I think all six of us want
that.

Mr. Bogas. Right.

Senator CLARK. Five of us.

Mr. Boces. In my Jjudgment, unless we
achieve that, the Chinese type of communism
would become dominant on the earth and 1t
is s militant, aggressive type, and I think,
as I sald earlier, that this would indeed lead
to world war IIL

There Is much evidence of this, Fric. Japan
is a good example. Japan has labored dili-
gently since the concluston of World War IL
fo establish a viable democratic soclety and
has done remarkably well. Now, the impact
on Japan if the Chinese Communists be-
came dominant in the world in my judgment
would be very severe indeed.

So in our conslderatlon, the conslderation
of our Government, this clash hetween these
two branches in the communist world is just
a3 important as anything else under
conslderation.

Mr. SEVAREID. Mr. BOGGS,
tempts to influence other
Amertea, Africa, Indonesla, apparently
been going backwards

Mr, Boggs. Yes.

Mr. Spvarem. Not forward.

Mr. Bocas. I think that is because we have
made our presence felt. I pelleve that had
we not had the presence that we now have
in Vietham, that the movement would have
been forward rather than backward. And
if our presence falls there, believe me, you
will cee it move forward in Latin America.

Mr. Sevarem. Do you look at Aslatic com~
munism as a8 kind of monolithic force that
can be controlled from one headquarters,
be effective In many continents?

Mr. Boges. I look at the Chinese Commu-
nist leadership today very much like the
Russian Communist leadership under Stalin
and his group of people. 1 think it is oild,
that 1t is doctrinaire, that it 1s inflexible.
I think—and I use the word “think” because
1 don’t know any more than anyone else
doss—that as the young leadership comes
forward and the need for the development
of the country increases—industry, educa-
tion, public works, and so forth—that there
might very well be something similar happen-
ing in China that happened in Russia.

Mr. SEVAREID. Mr. MUNDT.

Senator Munpr. Let me say 1n that regard
that I do hope that we don’t bet too much
of America’'s future and too much of the
peace of the world on the assumptlon that
you have a greab big cleavage between Rus-
slan and Chinese communism that is going
to break apart and serve us. There would
be a lot more persuasion on what Congress-
man Boees ls saylng if the Russilans were
not putting SAM missiles In around Hanol
killing American hboys right now. Let us
hope the split develops but let’s not develop—
and I am sure you don't intend to let it
develop

Mr. Boges. No. :

Senator MuwnpT. On the assumption—this

the Chinese at-
countries, Latin
have

1s

Mr. Boces. Of course not.

Senator MuwpT. Assumptlon, and 1t 1s so
rare that I agree with Senator WAYNE MORSE
in public, let me say I agree when he says
that he thinks we should try to get the allies
of the United States and all other free coun-
tries, whether allles or not, interested in
helping us find & solution to this Vietnamese
situation which avoids defeat and ayolds re-
wardlng aggression, and there are specific
steps this administration should take, and
here is where I depart from the adminlstra~
tion.
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1 had’ supported Its program in Vietnam
except its weak diplomatic leadership, its
weak political leadership in international
capitals. I don’t econdemn it for not being
able to carry peace around like somebody
selling Fuller brushes from capital to capl-
tal, looking for a buyer. It was a noble ef-
fort. I still hope it succeeds. Butl condemn

" *1% because 1t falls to do anything about in-

ducing our allies, Britaln and Norway and
Greece, to stop shipping supplies into the .
Communists.

Tt is a horrible thing to think about Eng-
1and, using British bottoms to carry British
supplies to North Vietnam to help the North
Vietnamese kiil Australians. Canadlan
wheat through Hong Kong. The same thing
holds true—we’ve got a club, We provide ald
to over a hundred countries in the world,
WayNe Monst and I have been trylng to re-
duce it down to at least 70, I think we had
in our amendment, as a starting point. But
we are providing AID money, Amerlean tax-
payer money, if you please, to foreign coun-
trles who are helping the Communists in
Hanol. And in China and in Russla. And
that is what I condemn, a failure to exert
important American leadership to try to con-
solidate some free world support behind our
effort in Vietnam.

Mr. Boees. Mr, Moderator——

Mr. SEVAREID. Senator STENNIS.

Senator STENNIS. May I make two points.
The time 1s about up. One 1s that this has
bheen & congressional debate, nationwide tele-
vislon coverage. Doubtless some quotes
from it will be in the papers, even in Viet-
name, in Stars and Stripes.

I want to make this clear. In spite of a
sharp diviston in thought here around this
table, I have no doubt myself once the Presi-
dent considers all the alternatives and an-
nounces what his next move and step 1s go-
ing to be as Commander in Chief in this war,
that it will have very solid support here in
the Congress and throughout the Nation, I
really believe, and we will move forward as
one, almost. And I want the boys that are
in Vietnam and on their way there to clearly
understand that.

Now, No. 2, with reference to the future
in Asla. I have no solution there but I say
again 1f we back up and our present position
in this unfortunate situation now we are in,
I don't think we need to worry about our

-"leadership in Asia after that. We won't have
any leadership. We will be relegated our-
selves to a secondary position and we will be
a follower. And I say this, that I wish that
the President could be more effective with
our NATO allies and with our Asiatic allles,
and I don’t know that he is to blame on that.
Perhaps this pause has been trylng to rally
some support for that cause.

T am terribly disappointed. I think they
ought to be told that we absolutely cannot
further keep 250,000 men, for instance, in
Western Europe unless they can give us ac-
tive support now—if not in manpower—man-
power, certainly, with diplomatic support of
the very strongest kind. The same thing in
Asla. Japan, with all deference, has been
under our umbrella and I am glad she has,
but she could help.

Senator Morse. I want to very quickly say
that I disagree with certain things that JoEN
has jJust sald and Congressman BoOGGs said
in his last comment. You will lose your
support in Asia if we continue to make war
in Asia and don’t get others In to help us
keep the peace.

Congressman Boggs thinks that you have
got to see this thing through.or we are going
to be In an impossible position in Asia. Well,
where are our Asian supports—Cambodia,
Burma, Indonesia, India, Pakistan? 'The
great hatlons of Asla are not with us in re-
gard to this matter .

gSenator MunpT. Korea s in it in a big way.

Senator Morse. What?
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Senator Munpr. Korea is in it in a big way.

Senator Morse. Korea is our military de-
pendency. So is Thailand, Thailand is our
sanctuary. Talk about secrecy. Some of you
didn’t like to hear me mention it. ILet this
administration tell what we have been doing
in Thailand, time and time again, setting up
our military base from which we are bombing
into North Vietnam.,

But the point I want to make here ig I
think you are overlooking what is going to
happen to Chinese communism, too. We
talk about 10 years from now on the assump-
tion that you are going to have the same kind
of monolithic communism in China 10 years
from now. Any of us think that we would
have the kind of changes in Russia that
happened the last 10 years? Ever think the
incentive motive would start getting into
Russian communism?

Now, these despicable Chinese Communist
leaders are old and are going to die soon,
and you watch out as the Chinese people
become more and more enlightened for a
change, not away from what we will call
communism, but away from the kind of com-
mmunism that these desperate men are ruling
in China at the present time.

And I think we make a mistake if we
build up a situation here where we take
the position that we are going to try to
dominate and control Asia because you will
turn the Asians against us.

Mr. Bocecs. Mr. Chairman—Mr. Moder-
ator-—first let me say that I thought the
statement made by Senator STENNIS was
most appropriate about supporting our
forces there. There 1s one thing that was
very gratifying to me when I was in Viet-
nam and that is that we have as fine an
Army, Navy, and Marine Corps as you will
lind anywhere. They are well motivated.
‘They are wonderiul Americans in every
sense of the word.

‘I'here is one matter that T don’t think has
been touched on adequately in this whole

hour and a half and that in my judgment

has heen the impact of what the President
has attempted to do in the last 38 days.

Now, the reason we are having this dis-
cussion is because there is debate now as to
whether or not bombing should be resumed.
Bt it is well to understand that for 38 days
not a bomb has been dropped, and during
that period of lime our Ambassadors—may-
be soeme of them have not been terribly ef-
fective, but I think men like Harriman and
Goldberg are very able men indeed—they
have made it crystal clear in my opinion
that the United States wants peace, that it
will negotiate unconditionally, and that we
have taken away this propaganda device
that the Communists have used, and they
can rno longer say that we won’t negotiate.

As a matter ot fact, I quoted in the begin-
ning the editorial from the Washington Post
this morning entitled “Unconditional Sur-
render,” and I think that has been a tre-
mendous gain on the part of this Govern-
ment in the capitals of the other nations on
carth.

Mr. Sevarerp. I wonder if we could go
back to what we started with here, which is
the question of resuming bombings. For
what it is worth, T would like to see if I
can get a yes or no answer from each of you
as to whether you think we ought again
now to bomb North Vietnam.

Senator SteEnNNIs. Unquestionably, yes.

Mr. SEVARFEID. Senator MuNpT?

Senator MunpT. T think that is strictly a
military decision to be decided by the Com-
mander in Chief and the commanders in the
field. I don't think Congressmen should
lry to decide military strategy.

Mr. SEVAREID. Senator CLARK?

Senator Crarg. I think it is a political de-
cision which has to be made by the Presi-
dent of the United States only secondarily
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acting in his capacity as Commander in
Chief. I hope he will decide for political
reasons not to resume the bombing at least
for the time belng.

Mr. SEVAREID. Mr. BoGes?

Mr. Boges. I agree substantially with what
Senator Munor has said, although my per-
sonal opinion is that bombing must be re-
sumed very soon.

Senator Morse. It would be fatal for peace
in Asia, and may I say in regard to these
comments about who is supporting our boys
in South Vietnam, in my judgment the esca-~
lation of this war is going to kill thousands
and thousiands additlonal of those boys that
shouldn’t be killed.

We ought to stop the escalation of the war,
and as I said, get other nations in there
quickly, or at least, try to, and that will

Mr. Boces. How are you going to get them
in Senator?

Senator Monsk. I have told you, by letting
Goldberg go to the United Nations tomorrow
and file a resolution and put it squarely up
to them.

Mr. Sevaren. The pot is beginning to boil
again just as we have to shut off the boiler,
I am sorry to say. It has been a leng period.
You have been articulate, declsive We are
very grateful you all could come.

I have very little to add except one or two
thoughts. I think perhaps this has been a
sample of the state of mind of the American
Congress as a whole, a foretaste of what is
likely to come up there ir: the way of debate
for months ahead.

Congress is divided, in some measire, oh
the justification of the war, by a large meas-
ure on how it should be conducted; I am
sure about the size of the risk involved in
setting off world war III, and now 18 months
after our first engagement with the enemy in
the Tonkin Gulf, after nearly a year of
bombing in North Vietnam, serious and sus-
tained congressional discussion of the war
seems to be really just beginning.

Perhaps that is quite comprehensible. We
have arrived at our present condition in
Vietnam only step by unanticipated step.
There was no Pearl Harbor, no declsration of
war by then or by us.

Perhaps it is fair to say that Americans
as a whole have rather little collective mem-
ory of this war. They have trouble pro-
nouncing the names of the enemy. They
are not quite sure whom they are supposed
to hate. And they are not at all clear what
the ultimate stakes might be.

So, sustained debate or events or both
could crystallize all this and bring it into
some focus. Many people here hope that
it will. That will be hard to do, perhaps, un-
less the Congress is clear in 1ts owr mind as
to the war, its cause, conduct, identity of
the real enemy, the nature of the final goal
we seek, and we hope that the debate has
been part of that process.

This is Eric Sevareid in Washington.
Grood afternocon.

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I congratu-
late the Senator from Tennessee [Mr.
Gorel for the words articulated prob-
ably better than I could express my
thoughts on this matter.

I applaud the President’s excellent de-~
cision to take the Vietnam problem to
the United Nations and I am glad that
his decision to renew the bombing of
North Vietnam is combined with this
effort to achieve a diplomatic resolution
of our strife.

At this point, I request unanimous con-
sent to insert in the Recorp, at the end
of my remarks, a copy of a speech I made
on November 8, 1965, to the St. Charles
Parent-Teacher Club of Providence, R.I.,
in the course of which I advanced seven

January 31, 1966

boints or recommendations with regard
to Vietnam, the fifth of which was:

Let us make an even stronger effort to
turn this problem over to the United Na-
tlons, as was Korea. To do so effectively, we
would have to agree, whether we liked it or
not, to abicde by the results of the Unitec
Nations collective judgment.

There being no objection, the speech
was ordered to be printed in the ReEcorn
as follows:

REMARKS BY SENATOR CLAIBORNE PELL RE-

GARDING VIETNAM, DELIVERED IN PROVIDENCE,

R.I., NovEMBER 8, 1965

The problem of Vietnam continues to
exacerbate our national mood with more per-
sistance than any other foreign policy mat-
ter for a decade. As the draft calls mount,
our involvement, which in many ways seems
so distant, comes closer and closer to the
families of each of us. And as the draft
cards burn, the Nation is swept into an
ideological debate which becomes less and
less relevant with each irrational act.

My own concern with Vietnam is tied inti-
mately to my day-to-day work as a Senator,
and particularly as a member of the Senate
Foreign Relations Committee. It was just
under 3 years ago that I accompanied
Senator MANSFIELD on a 40-day Presidential
fact-finding mission to Vietnam and other
countries on the periphery of Communist
China. The analysis which we made of the
basic weaknesses and problems confronting
South Vietham have unfortunately held up
very well indeed.

It is against this background that I would
like to venture a few thoughts on Vietnam
today. in particular, to voice my hope that
the administration will continue on its course
of firmness and restraint, and to offer my
idea of a long-range resolution of our com-
mitment in that unhappy land.

At the outset, I wish to express my com-
plete support for President Johnson and my
general endorsement of the excellent way he
is conducting the affairs of his office. Few
Chief Executives in history have been faced
with such a rapidly shifting panorama of
events—both domestic and foreign—and even
fewer have had the good fortune to be able
to deal with history with such success as he
already has.

I have supported the bulk of the hard
and unpleasant decisions he has made in
Vietham so far because I have been con-
vinced that he has had no clear alternative
to the course we have followed. Now, par-
ticularly, I support him in his restraint and
his opposition: to those who wish an inordi-
nate escalation of our involvement in Viet-
nam. I hope the administration will sus-
tain an attitude of patience that can come
only from a frue sense of history.

-I believe before we can peer into the fu-
ture and sensibly plot our course in Vietnam,
we must first look at the past. One of our
most fatal weaknesses is to think of a par-
ticular moment as a time all by itself rather
than as simply a fleeting pause in the con-
tinuous streana of history. But, we must use
the moments given to us as moments not just
to act or, worse, to react, but to think shead.
While we cannot change the course of his-
tory that has already run, our actions today
can alter the course of the stream of history
to come.

In southeast Asia we find an area whose
most conspicuous unifying force since the
days of the Ktuner Empire and the Le dynas-
ty was the rather loose administration of
France over Indochina. The people in the
area are of assorted religions and philoso-
phies, and varied ethnic strains and educa-
tlon. The great power center in the area
is-—and has been for 2,000 years—China, a
people with the oldest continuous civiliza-
tion in the world, but also a nation that has
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continuously sought to dominate the coun-
tries on its periphery and which has always
been attracted by the rich Rice Bowl of In-
dochina. The history of southeast Asia 1s
replete with efforts of the Chinese to take
over those people and, often, they have suc-
ceeded for a period of time.

But the Chinese expanslonist drives have
been limited in the past by their own tech~
nological abllity.

At this juncture in history we are faced
by a new China with new technology that
poses 8 virulent threat to the peace of the
world. Given a free rein, she might serve as
a powerful magnet to the still hungry masses
of the Far East.

Now, let us examine our present position.
It seems to me that we have at least tacitly
weighed and rejected two extreme alterna-
tives in recent months.

The first, which we wisely resisted, was
unilateral withdrawal. If we had pulled out,
the Communist North Vietnamese and their
Vietcong cohorts surely would have simply
rushed in to fill the ideologlical and military
vacuum which we left behind. Or worse,
the Communist Chinese might have been
tempted to score, at no cost, the great victory
they were denied in Korea.

The other extreme alternative was to esca-
late to full scale war and an American oc-
cupation of South Vietnam, committing If
need be .all of our ultimate. weapons at
whatever risk of involving other blg powers,
notably Communist China, and at whatever
risk of a nuclear confrontation with the
Soviet Union.

Happily, each of these harsh alternatives
was rejected. Between them, the Johnson
administration has fashioned a rather skill-
ful middle course, involving a very substan-
tlal U.S. military commitment which has
decidedly stopped far short of indefinite
escalation.

It is a commitment which has been exer-
clsed with wisdom and restraint and which,
by and large, has been directed at limited
objectives. There has not been a nuclear
escalation and the Chinese so far have not
seen fit to enter the fray. While victory In
the usual sense is by no means assured to
us, there have been a few sighs that the tide
of battle may be swinging slowly in our
favor. 1 emphasize the word ‘“may.” We
have, at the least, established before the
world our credibility as an ally and our will-
ingness to stand by our commitments.

There s of course, the distinct possibility
that our involvement will drag on to a pro-
tracted war of 3, 5, or 10 or more years, and
with that protraction could come risks of
further and further escalation of the con-
fict.
the terrible war we had to wage against a
similar foe in Korea where the tactical situ-
ation was much more to our favor because
the conflict was confined to a narrow penin-
sula surrounded by sea that was under our
control. There the land boundary separat-
ing South Korea from the Communists is
but 135 miles while the sea boundary is 712
nautical miles, In 'South Vietnam, unfor-
tunately, the land boundary to be defended
is 875 miles and the sea boundary 865 nauti-
cal miles. Thus the vulnerable land fron-
tier in South Vietnam is more than six times
longer than the Korean front. Another
measure of difficulty is the fact that last
year alone the South Vietnamese Army suf-
fered 25 percent more battle casualties pro-
portionately that we incurred during the
entire 3 years of the Korean conflict.

So, we continue to face extremely difficult
odds in Vietnam and we may at times be
sorely tempted to use means that will not
be appropriate to our objectives.

For example, I must say that I have already
at times wished we would use more restraint
with regard to the bombing of targets in
North Vietnam. I say this because I believe
that while our bombing may seem to be suc-

We have only to remind ourselves of .
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cessful in Its immediate tactical objlectives,
I believe it is counterproductive in its polit-
ical effects, in that it tends to strengthen
Communist unity and morale. And let us
remember that this is a political, not a tac-
tical war.

Also, when it comes to honoring commit-
ments to South Vietnam, we must remem-
ber that this is a two-way street. By this I
mean that just as we are in South Vietnam
because the government of those unhappy
people asked us to be there—so, if their
government asks us to depart, we should be
willing to depart.

But, If we are asked to stay—and I see no
sign that we won’t be—we must accept the
fact that it could turn out to be a very long-
term commitment and that we may have
to stand fast and hard in South Vietnam over
an extended period of time.

This is especlally apt to be the case be-
cause the Communists and particularly the
ortental Communists, have added a ew
dimensionh to warfare, and that is tlme. Just
as Einstein added time as a fourth physical
dimension, so must time be added as a factor
to the total political warfare of today, par-
ticularly when such wars are masked under
the term “wars of liberation.” And time
stretched out is a dimension with which we
Americans hate to work, just as it 15 a
dimension that the Communists like to use
freely.

We like neat, quick, clear answers. A
20-year war makes us shudder, but not our
enemies. They accept and seem to revel in
muddy answers and lifelong struggles.

As was once sald of Mao Tse-tung in the
conduct of his successful revolution in
China, Hanol and the Vietcong have been
trading time for space and cities for men,

But we must also recognize that the great-
est power in Asia, whether we like it or not,
1s Communist mainland China, a position
that is emphasized by its acqulisition of nu~
clear capability. If we peer into the future,
I think we must accept the premise that
China will play the dominant role there,
Our problem over the long haul 1s to make
sure that, while China may dominate its
immediate netghbors there—just as do we in
the Americas and as has every great nation
in history—she won't devour them, And,
this means holding the line at this stage of
Communlist Chinese virulence and expansion
with all its emphasis upon atheism, material-
ism and hatred of the United Statds.

It seems to me that once the Communists
accept the fact that we are not leaving, that
we will not be impatient for quick victories
and that we have adopted thelr viewpoint
toward time—they will be deprived of the
keystone of their own strategy. And we, for
our part, will find that tlme works in our
favor, both from the short term and long
term viewpolnts.

From the short-term viewpoint, our pa-
tience and Implacibility may convince the
Communists to call off their troops and save
thelr energies for another day. They cer-
tainly should be cager to see us depart, for
our continued presence in southeast Asig
must be as gallilng to them as a Chinese
presence in Latin America would be to us.

From the long term viewpoint, I believe,
the passage of time ltself contributes to the
internal distress and progressive dissolution
of the Communist system. This results from
the fact that communism as a system goes
against the basic natures of human beings;
there is thus constant internal pressure to
erode the system and with the passage of
time the erosion in fact changes the nature
of the system. We have already seen the
beginnings of the process demonstrated in
the European Communist nations, where the
achievement of materlal well-belng has
sharpened the taste for more freedom and
dictated a relaxation of the controls on
which the system depends.

Our present problem in Asla, therefore, is
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to persilst and stand fast, whatever the diffi-
culty, and confront the Communists on their
own terms. The world should heed Presi-
dent Johnson's pledge that we have a long-
term objective to restore peace and that we,
for our own part, do not intend to withdraw
until peace is restored.

‘We must also I believe be thinking beyond
military strategy. We should, in fact, for-
mulate and follow a systematic, step-by-step
plan not only for concluding the military
engagement but for securing the peace
which should follow. We must anticipate
the knotty problems of negotiating a viable
peace with ample provision for political sta-
bility and economie reconstruction. We
must especlally see to the needs of the Viet-
namese people and make stringent guaran-
tees that no reprisals will be taken against
any of the South Vietnamese, who have
fought the Communists so bravely.

I submit we can do this by taking the
following seven steps:

First, in order to properly support all our
efforts, we must continue our military pres-
sure in South Vietnham on the Communists.
We can do this with the least expense to our
side by digging in at the coastal cities where
we command the air and the sea. At the
same time, we can militarily probe and ex-
pand the area under our control when we
wish and on our own terms in order to make
life miserable for the Vietcong. We should
do this In full acceptance of the possibility
of a long stay in Vietnam and hence take
such positions that our casualties and losses
will be held to the minlmum possible,

‘While doing our best in the border areas to
interdict help coming from North Vietnam, I
belleve in general that we should not esca-
late but rather should descalate our bomb-
ing of North Vietnam. And, when there is a
pause in our bombing there, it should be for
a matter of weeks, not days, if we are serious
in our hopes that such a pause might be pro-
ductive of any steps toward the conference
table or any reduction of Communist pres-
sures.

Secondly, and most important from both
tactical and political standpoints, I believe
our fighting load should be far more greatly
shared there with our Asian allies. By doing
this we could dispel the impression held by
50 many Vietnamese that this is a white
man’s colonial war. It would also help us to
get away from the present pattern where we
react violently if American soldiers are killed,
but gloss over the killing of 10, or even a
hundred times that number, of Vietnamese.
Let us make as our goal at least the match-~
ing In numbers of American troops there by
our non-Viethamese Asian allies. We are
presently a long way from such a goal since
the total number of allied Asian troops there
is a couple of thousand. This is only 3 per-
cent of our land forces alone in South Viet-
nam. Actually, there are probably several
times more American troops in South Viet-
nam than there are members of the Vietcong
born in North Vietham. And there have
been no traces of Chinese in South Vietnam
and only a trace of the Chinese in North
Vietnam.

Third, let us engage, as President Johnson
has suggested, in a greater economic and
educational development program. In doing
this we should avoid a unilateral approach.
We should make far greater use of the United
Natlons' technical asistance program in the
area, even though neither North nor South
Vietnam is a member of the United Nations.
We would agaln, be sharing the burden with
other nations. President Johnson’s proposal
at Baltimore for a’lower Mekong River devel-
opment project to be engaged In by all the
countries interested in the area is a fine one.
The Economic Commission onh Asia and the
Far East (ECAFE) should be utilized to the
fullest in this connection as thils would be
further effort in internationallzing our eco-
nomic efforts in southeast Asla. We should
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move vigorously ahead with the proposed
Asian Development Bank,

At present, the number of American civii-
lans employed by AID and other agencies in
south Vietnam is 791, Yet, by contrast, the
present number of UN. technical assistance
people in Vietnom is 23, I would like to sce
tIese ligures reversed and have 791 U.N. tech-
nical assistance people there, preferably from
atic nations, and 23 of our AID people
merged amongst them.

Aiso, T believe our Peace Corps volunteers
should be in this area where they are so
scltely needed, wnd I hope that the Peace
ilurps will be ready to send in a substantial
contingent as suon as possible.

ourth, as Senator MaNskmLD has sug-
sested, we should urge Great Britain and the

sviet Union to reconvene the Geneva Con-
snce and seek a neutralization of boih
{num, Cambodia, and Laos, a neutraliza-
Lion that would be-fortified with ironclad
B tees,

irth, let ug make an even sironger eftort
i turn this probiem over to the United Na-
sions, s was gorea. 1o do so effectively we
would have to apree, whether we liked it or
aot, to abide by the results of the United
Mutions collective Judgment. in this connec-
iion, Secretary Gieneral U Thant has becn
pressing for negotiations: it wouid be inter-
auling to see 1l he could come up with some
sort of ULWNL peucekeeping formuia or rorce.

Hixth, we must accept the fact that no
mahter whether under Geneva Conference or
she Uniled Nations auspices, we would have
ho Lalk and negotiale with whomever was at
e conterence inble, no matter whether that
iable was convened by the cochuirmun of the
(reneva powers or the Becrelury General.
‘I'his would incvitably mean we would have
i1 negoliate with the Vietcong.

‘'ne guestion of dealing with the Victcong

. one that we will have to accept belore we
arrive at any il setllement. ‘o mike un
reme analogy, in connection wilh our own
wovolition, no matter whether General
washington's [orces had won or iost, the
Gritisn would have had to deal with Wasi-
ington and hot with the Government of
wrance.  ‘This would have been true even
shough it was French gold that sustained our
Leoops in our Hevolution and there were more
trench troops than American at Yorktown,

in the modern parallel, 1t seems quite clear
bhat we will have to deal eventually with
Lhe Vietconp, cven though they have been
f1ly supported and decided by the Govern-
ment of Norih Vietnam—just as our own
Aiunerican revolutionaries were supporied by
brance.

fndoed, the re.ationship between the Viet-
pottg and the North Vietnamese Government
i1 80 elose that it is the northern government
which so far has stated the terms of settic-
ment. These Lerms were seb torth in a Tour-
ourt statement by the Premier ol North Viet-
nam last Apni in response Lo President
Johneon’s four-noint proposal made in his
spoech at Johns Hopkins.

Wwhile there are considerable dillerences
in (he lormal language used in each case, it
seoms Lo Mme gquite appurent that the two sets
i proposals are by no means incompatible.

soth sides, Tor example, agree to the prin-
ciple of withdrawal of foreign military forces
and bases, aithough the United States, of
course, stipulates that peacemust come tirst.

3oth sides agree to the principle that all
ol Vietnam shall have independence,
sovereignty and self-rule, although the
mited States makes it clear that South Viet-
L shall bave the clear righi to remain
separated [rom North Vietnam.

11olh sides appear to agree on the need to
lok the people ¢l Victnam resolve their prob-
ymns without fear of retribution or inter-
{rrence, although we have made it clear ¢hat
this must not preclude international
inspections.
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And finally, both sides appear agreed on the
principle that the people of Scuth Vietnam
should elect their own government &nd run
their own affairs, although I hasten 1.0 point
out that the Communists in this iastance
have attached a crucial, and so lar unnccept-
able, conditicn.

The crucial reservation is that self -rule in
South Vietnam shall be in accordance with
the problem. laid down by the Mational
Liveration Front, which in effect is th~ politi-
cal arm ot the Vietcong. 'This politi-al pro-
gram, when analyzed combines a ncit mix-
ture of double edged slogans aund apneals to
motherhood with insulting cxpressions ahbout
the United States. If the insults are re-
moved, the remaining points revolve around
questions of semantics. “Progressive democ-
racy” means one thing to a Westerer and
another to a Communist.

My seventh and final point is that rezardless
of the cbvivus ambiguities and uncertainties,
we on our side must resolve to imjslement
President Johnson’s suggestion of last July
and continuously emphasizz our wil'ingness
to abide by the (Geneva apgreement »i 1954,
accepting the results of fairly co:nducted
clections as long as there was specifi-ally set
forthh provisions for amnesty and salety for
all in Vietnam, North and South. Since the
government that might emerge as the end
rosult of such elections could deve sp into
a nationalist. Communist regime, I'ikke that
ol Yugoslavia, there would have t be in-
cluded a plan for expatriation as political
refugees of any who wished to do so. Borneo
would, I believe, be the best site for such a
haven as it is close, ciimatically similar and
would strengthen the anti-Commun:.i com-
piexion and Government of Malaysia

The national government that would
emerge being composed of Vietnamese, that
povernment would probably be as I xctile as
it safely could towards the dread Chinese oc-
topus, its historicsl enemy to the nor:h, Be-
cause of this and also because of our ;wwn na-
tional interest, some sort of ironclad guaran-
tees tor the safety and independence of an
eventually reunified Vietnem would have to
be undertaken by other nations, pariicularly
by 1he United States and the Soviel Union.

We must also face up to the fact thnt, from
ihe viewpoint of the flow of history, our mis-
sion in southeast Asia will prove diificult if
we conceive 1t as being to create South Viet-
nanm in our image or to have it remain forever
soparated trom North Vietham. Juwit as the
two Germanies will some day be unified, so
will the two Vietnams. In toto, then, I be-
iieve our mission is to make sure that when
ihis happens, such a unified Vietnan: will not
prove a threat to the peace of the w.ld and
that our owri South Vietnamese allles will not
be mulireated as the result of unifics tion., If
these two sieps are achieved, our fmerican
national security will be adequat-ly pro-
tected.

President Johnson's speeches at Jolins Hop-
Kins, Ban Francisco, and in Washir gton on
July 28, 1965, all open the way for such a
course

But we must, [ belicve, aiso alway: keep in
our minds—and our opponents’ minds—the
fact that cur long-range objective is to
achreve peace in the area and to avor i indefi-
nite masegive escalation of military operations
in sputheast Asia.

Mr. PELL. Mryr, President, this propo-
sal is very similar to that advanced by
Pope Paul calling for arbitration by the
United Nations.

I congratulate the President om this
move and pray that they will reward
his efforts to achieve peace in scutheast
Asia.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, in view
of the developments over the weckend
and this morning with respect to the sit-
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uation in Vietnam, I should like to sug-
gest to the Senate seven points for peacc.

First. The most important, indeed the
vital, aspect of our foreign policy for the
foreseeable future will be our relations
with Russia and China. The Vietnara
war is really only an incident in the over-
all relationship—an unfortunate incident
which I hope we can terminate proimnptly
with honor.

I do not propose to accept defeat in
Vietnam; neither do I believe we can
fight a successful war against commu-
nism to total victory in that area, on that
terrain, so far away from home in this
day and age, without accepting uunrea-
sonable risk of a worldwide nuclear
holocaust. Nost wars end short of un-
conditional surrender. I hope this onec
wiil, with an honorable negotiated settle-
ment,

Second. A detente with the Soviet Un-
ion on the various matters with respect
to which we are now in disagrecment
would solve meoest of the difficulties of
bringing a just and lasting peace to the
world. If we could agree with the Rus-
sians on a policy of peaceful coexistenea,
an end to wars of national liberation, a
solution to the Germany problem, a
treaty against the further proliferation
of nuclear weapons, a comprehensive test
ban treaty, a stay on the deploymcnt of
anti-missile missiles and meaningful
progress on disarmament, we would have
gone a long way toward peace.

This should be the major cbjective of
our foreign policy: To get started as
quickly as possible on the complex and
difficult job of collective bargaining with
the rough, tough negotiators for the
Soviet Union, to achieve a result which
is to their economic and social self-
interest, as well as ours.

I do not believe this task is impossible;
but I also do not think our State Dcpari-
ment is doing nearly enough on our side
to arrive at that result.

Third. The Russian-Chinese quarrel is
serious. We should do nothing to drive
these Communist giants together. If we
start bombing Hanoi, if we start bomb-
ing Peiping, not only are we likely to losc
Saigon but we will throw Russia back
into the arms of Communist China anrd
be confronted again with a monglithic
and powerful adversary.

Fourth. China is still in the belliger-
ent stage of its revolution. The Rus-
sians have already learned that military
solutions to matters in disagieement
with the West cannot be successful; now
the Russians can help us get that mes-
sage across to China. And that means
China must learn that its attempt to
finance and support wars of national
liberation, as well as its encouragement
of Hanoi and the Vietcong to press for
total victory in South Vietnam, work
against China’s long-range intercsts.

Fifth. Our diplomacy should turn
away from the matters which now pre-
occupy it to an overall effort to achieve
the support of the Soviet Union and the
Eastern European Communist nations
in an effort to persuade China that mu-
tual and peaceful coexistence is as es-
sentlal to her well being as to ours.
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Sixth. World war III is unthinkable.
Under no circumstances should we even
contemplate a nuclear war. The bomb-
ing of Peiping, the use of tactical nu-
clear weapons in Vietnam or China, a
landing on the coast of North Vietnam or
of China involve an unacceptable risk
of a holocaust which would destroy
civilization. I am as strongly against
preventive war against China now as I
have been against preventive war against
the Soviet Union ever since the end of
World War IT.

Seventh, Resumption of the bombing
of North Vietham and escalation of the
war in South Vietnam through a policy
of search and destroy make the achieve-
ment of these major objectives of our
foreign policy difficult if not impossible.
I commend the President for his deter-
mination to continue to seek negotiations
under which we may obtain an honor-
able peace. I am delighted that he has
instructed Ambassador Goldberg to pre-
sent a new initiative for peace to the
United Nations Security Council. I am
pleased that he is cooperating with Pope
Paul in his efforts to bring about arbi-
tration of the controversy. We must
terminate the war in Vietnam as promp-
ty as possible to get back to the first
priority of our foreign policy, which is
to improve our relations with Russia
and, with the cooperation of the Soviet
Union, present a united front against
the belligerence of the Chinese Com-
munists,

In this regard, with deep regret, I find
myself in some disagreement with the
able and much beloved Senator from
Vermont [Mr. AikeEn]1, whom I see in the
Chamber.

I would hope that he was unduly pessi-
mistic when he told the Senate this
morning that we are going to have a long,
hard war which will be difficult to termi-
nate short of an all-out war in southeast
Asia.

I know why he thinks that. I read
the report to which he was a party with
five Senators who went to Vietnam. The
report was prepared by the group of
which the majority leader was the chair-
man.

Nobody can tell what the future will
hold. The Senator from Verinont may
turn out to be right, but I would hope
there was enough initiative in our di-
plomacy, with the President at its head.

and that there will be more and more.

initiative by the State Department than
we had in the last few years, so we can
find a solution to this matter before all
of those American boys will be killed,
who inevitably will get killed in an effort
to achieve total victory in southeast Asia.

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, I
commend the Senator from Vermont for
having opened this discussion on the
floor of the Senate today. I was one of
the 15 Senators who signed the letter to
the President, urging him to delay the
resumption of bombing of North Viet-
nam.

The President has chosen to resume
bombing. I am of the same opinion that
I was at the time we sent the letter;
namely, that the military case for bomb-
ing had not been made nor had the dip-
lomatic case for bombing been made.

In any case, the decision on the part of
the President has been announced and,
as other Members of the Senate have in-
dicated, there will be full support by way
of authorizations and appropriations, I
am sure, so the method which has been
decided upon can be pursued as effec~
tively as possible.

I was pleased that at the same time
this announcement was made, the matter
of referring the conflict to the Security
Council was included. I think it would
have been more effective from the diplo-
matic viewpoint if the announcement
about referring it to the Security Coun-
cil had been made separately from the
announcement about resumption of
bombing; but, in any event, this is a
great step forward.

We have moved, with reference to the
United Nations, in recent years, as if it
had no real concern in the Western
World; as if it were an agency which
could deal with problems in Europe or
Asia; but that when it came to prob-
lems involving the United States or the
Western Hemisphere, somehow or other,
they should be settled outside the United
Nations.

Here we have indicated our conﬂdence
in the United Nations by preparing to
take this most serious matter before the
United Nations itself.

I think the debate which has been
carried on on the floor of the Senate and
the interrogation of administration wit-
nesses before the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee last week have been most helpful
by way of preparing, at least, for deci-
sions in this most critical area.

There has been a movement toward a
more realistic and objective judsment.
We have come to the knowledge that the
United States is directly involved in the
negotiations. Hanoi has publicly an-
nounced that it is one of the principals
in this dispute. I think we are on the
verge of acknowledging, too, that the
Vietcong are a real force in the war in
South Vietnam,

. I was interested in noting in the debate
that there was little or no reference to
the Tonkin Bay resolution. It is my
judgment that this resolution has less
bearing on this matter or discussion than
any other document. The President re-
ceived no additional grant of authority
when the resolution was adopted than
he had before it was adopted. He had
no more authority after it was passed
than he had before it was passed. I
think it does somewhat of a disservice
to the functions of the Senate to bring
that matter into the dcbate. I think it
tends to discount the power of the Presi-
dent in the resumption of the bombing.

I am hopeful that, as a result of the
experience we have had with that resolu-
tion, in the future when similar problems
may arise and similar dispositions may be
made, the Senate will be more prone to
adhere more closely to its traditions
under the Constitution and may move
away from a kind of foreign policy by
way of resolution. I hope it will go back
to the traditional practices and processes
under which the Senate has proceeded on
foreign policy matters, and take only
formal action, and that we will depend
more on the Constitution itself.
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" Mr. MORSE. Mr. Presment will the
Senator yield?

Mr,. McCARTHY. Iyield.

Mr. MORSE. I am very much inter—
ested in the comments of the Senator
from Minnesota, particularly toward the
last of his comments, dealing with the
resolution of August 1964.

Last Saturday I introduced a resolu--
tion to rescind that resolution. Accord-
ing to its provisions, it would be subject
to rescision at any time Congress saw
fit to rescind the prior resolution.

I also introduced another resolution
calling for public—and I stress the word
“public’—hearings on the whole situa-
tion involving the U.S. war in Vietnam.

I quite agree with the observation of
the Senator from Minnesota that Con-
gress ought to take another look at at-
tempts to transfer to the President cer-
tain powers that, in my judgment, under
the Constitution cannot be transferred
to him. That is why the Senator from
Alaska [Mr. GRUENING], and I have been
rather lonely voices in the Senate, pro-
testing the resolution of August 1964.

But that is water over the dam.

Now we have to decide whether we are
going to take the American people fur-
ther down the road by Executive order.
Once again, from the floor of the Senate,
I warn the American people that we are
being led down the road away from a
constitutional form of government based
upon three coordinate and equal
branches of government and being made
to travel down the road of Executive
power.

History is replete with examples that
when the power of self-government is in
fact turned over to the Executive—I
care not under what form of govern-
ment—the loss of freedom develops.

I have introduced this resolution in the
interest of my ecountry. The preservation
of our constitutional system of three
equal and coordinate branches of gov-
ernment is more important than the
powers which the President may seek to
add to Executive power.

Under this administration we have
traveled far down the road toward gov-
ernment by Executive power. That is
why I think the previous resolution ought
to be rescinded and the President ought
to come down before Congress and ask
for a declaration of war. When he does
come here it is my prediction that the
American people will repudiate him.

Mr. McCARTHY. As the Senator
knows, I too am concerned about our
constitutional responsibility in the Sen-
ate in the field of foreign policy and
about the need that there be a sharing
of that responsibility between the Senate
and the President.

The Constitution as drafted by the
Founders did not really set one branch
against the other, the executive against
the legislative, particularly the Senate;
but provided for a sharing of decisions,

At the time the Constitution was
drafted, it was assumed that there would
be a declaration of war and a treaty
which would settle that dispute. It was
assumed that there then would be a
period of stability of 10 or 20 or 30 years.

This is no longer the case. ‘The fact
that history is different now does not pre-
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clude the Senate from following those
procedures or establishing procedures so
it can, with the Executive, share its part
of the burden.

1 am concerned over statements by
some Members of the Senate who say we
must trust the military with this prob-
1nm, that this problem is one of military
action, and that we should not question
the generals, but trust them.

1f we were to accept that philosophy as
a part of our foreign policy, we could
then proceed to a programing in the
State Department and eventually a
methodology by which the President
would determine the principles, and then
the princivles would then determine the
kind of action we might take. We cannot,
run such a risk.

In the past the Western nations have
hieen protected because of the lag that
hias obtained between the time of the new
engagement and the invention of new
weapons. Weapons of the previous con-
(lict were used. We have been saved be-
cause of the fact that we were fighting
with weapons of a previous war.

The danger in 1966 is that we will
fight with modern weapons, with result-
ing disaster.

1o ask the Scenate to trust the military,
as some have asked us to do, is to ask the
Henate to repudiate its duties under the
Constitution and its responsibilities un-
der the Consituion., I and many other
Scnators do not intend to give up those
responsibilities,

Mr. PELL. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If the
sSenator will permit the Chair to ask, Is
there further morrning business? Do
Scnators wish to speak in the morning
hour?

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, be-
fore the distinguished Secnator from
1thode Island [Mr. PeELL] begins his dis-
cussion on H.R. 77, I would like to make
a comment reiative to the tenor of the
debate in the Senate Chamber today.

T am delizhted that the Senator from
vVermont | Mr. Aixenl, the ranking Re-
publican in this body, and one of our
most senior Members, saw fit to launch
ihe debate on southeast Asia. He did so
with_his usual calm and understanding,
with his full awareness of the potentiali-
ties of the situation that confronts us.
e did so in his usual, wise, and con-
siderate manner. I am delighted that
the “‘owl” undertook to launch the de-
bale. I am delichted with the debate
that has taken place today, because there
were no personalities involved. It was
carried on in the traditions of the Senate.
1 think this discussion was long over-
due, and it is to be hoped that we will
have more of such debate in the future.

Mr. HAIR'L, Mr. President, the RECORD
carlier today will show I was present.
Jlaving read my mail, if I did not say a
word as this debate closed I would be
scolded by those at home who do know
thie answers—and not all of these knowl-
cdgeable persons are at home; some are
hereo,

Very frankly, I doubt I can contribute
asnything that has riot already been said.
1 do wish that in this Congress as well
as in this country there would be a little
more willingness to be tentative, tenta-
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tive in our judgments of what th= history
of the moment requires, tentative in our
judgment of the motives of others, both
those who speak and those who sit and
listen and think.

T is unfortunate that a Mcecmber of
this body feels he must rise and sy some-
thing lest he be clobbered as forfeiting
responsibility. It takes no courage to get
up and speak for peace. I can think of
no shorter cut to popularity.

T think all of us hoped that the Presi-
dent would be able to arrive at a de-
cision that would avoid resumption of
aerial bombing. Some have publicly
voiced that hope; others of us have ad-
vised him privately that we woiuld hope
that on all the facts—some of which we
cannot kaow---relevant to such judg-
ment, this course could be follewed.

If I thought resumption of bombing
was merely the frustrated response of a
piant power like the United States which
says to a smaller country, “Forward
mareh,” and the country does n«:{ march,
then I would rise in protest.

RBut I am convinced that thore is no
man in this country or in this warld more
anxious to see us get to a confercice table
under circumstances which will establish
conditions for a peace that is real, one
that will not come back to haunt our
children.

We could oktain a peace easily. We
could leave Vietnam—that would give us
peace—and in the lifetimes of most of
the Members of this body, it probably
would not, make any differenc:, except
to reduce our taxes.. But if it was mis-
read by others in the world it might have
ecnormous implications for our children.

Mr. President, I suppose that what 1
am yveally saying is that—as other Sena-
tors have voiced this morning—1I am de-
lighted that the President has referred
this issue to the United Nations. Read
Ambassador Goldberg’s message to the
Security Council President, please. But,
as others have cautioned, this is no short-
cut, either. The harshest note :m which
this debale could close would be to sug-
oest that there are some problems in this
world that are never solved. But it is a
hard truth. We know it to be true in our
family life, and history tells us that it is
true with respect to the family ¢f nations
and their problems.

There are some Ph., D.’s in tistory in
the Senate. Iam not one. but I have the
impression that we will find this lesson
throughout history, especially in our re-
lations with the rest of the wortd, or the
nations’ relations with other nations—
the lesson that for some problems no
answer really is at hand, no matter how
decently disposed are all parties,

For mast of 300 years, the underlying
problem in European history was the
conflict between Christianity and the
Moslem world. It was a problem that
was never solved. This did not excuse
those living in a particular generation
from seeking to resolve, to cornpromise
or to modify it. But notwithstanding all
such efforts no one solved it, and it was
sort of absorbed by other problems—the
Renaissance, the age of discovery, the
machine age.

The relationship between the free so-
cleties and the less free societies is the

semrroved PorRelease-2008/ 106G RDPE7 R

January 31, 19466

problem which confronts us today, the
beginning point of which usually is
marked by the attitude that developed
in Russia about 1920. Conceivably this
relationship is one of of those problems
which never really is solved. I sus-
pect it is. And it is for this reason, I
suspect, also, that my children will find
Vietnams around the world in their life-
times, too; and finding them, I hope that
they will not say that their fathers could
have solved the problem merely by get-
ting up and making a speech. In our
search for intermediate solutions we
must not wonder whether someone else’s
devotion to his country is any less than
our own just because he has trouble being
as convinced of the wisdom of our own
suggestion as we are; we must acknowl-
edge the necessarily tentative nature of
our own judgments.

As human beings, we are fallible, and
we will remain fallible, even if we talk
here for a month.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. Prosident, will
the Scnator from Michigan yiecld at
that point?

Mr. HART. I am glad to yield to the
Senator from Rhode Island.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, 1
should like very much to associate my-
self with the remarks and observations
just made by the distinguished Senator
frorn Michigan [Mr. Harrl.

There is another part to this story
that should be told, for the benefit of the
American people.

As 2 member of the Subcommittee on
Appropriations for the Defense Depart-
ment, it has been my responsibility and
my opportunity to sit in at the recent
hearings that we have held with relation
to the $12 billion and some. $348 million
which is being asked to conduct whatever
needs to be done in the next fiscal year in
Vietnam.

I have been quite impressed with what
has been stated by the Senator from
Michigan this afternoon. I regret very
much that I was not in the Chambcer
when other Senators spoke on this sub-
ject, but I was encouraged and very
much impressed by the attitude and the
statements made by Mr. McNamara.
Secretary of Defense, before that hear-
ing.

Many people do not know this, but
here is a man who has been bandied
about around this country, who has beern:
accused of eonducting what bhas been
characterized as “McNamara’s war.”
Yet, at that very meeting therc were
many responsible and sincere Members
of this body who were badgcering the
Secretary of Defense—when I use the
word “badgering,” I use it in the kind-
liest sense——to go the full limit and do
everything that was absolutely necessary
in order to win the conflict in Vietnam.
And of course, that is appealing. That
sounds very fine. Who does not wish tc
win? Yet this man sat there with the
calmness and the patience of Job, ex-
plaining that what we were trying to do
was to achieve a limited political goal
in Vietnam, and that in order to do it
we had to conduct a restrained offensive

That is the policy of our Government—
a restrained offensive.

In other words, Mr. President. what we
are trying to do is to avert that one act
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which will set off the trigger of an atomie
or a thermonuclear war that might burn
this entire world.

I would hope that in our anxiety to see
results, we are not going to commit that
one act of indiscretion, of injudiclous-
ness, which might compel othér nations
to possibly live up to their commit-
ments—whatever they may be—and in-
ject themselves-into the fray, where they
do not belong, and toueh off a nuclear or
thermonuclear holocaust. That is the
one thing that the administration is try-
ing to avert.

Now the question may be asked: If that
is the case, why did we resume bombing?

I have heard evidence on that ques-
tion, too. Since the cessation of the
bombing, there has been a terrific build-
up in South Vietnam, so much so that the
President of the United States, who is
responsible for the safety and security of
195,000 American soldiers who are com-
mitted there must now make a decision
oh bombing. We will continue, as we did
in the past, not to try to overturn the
Hanoi government, not to commit that
one act which might compel Red China
and Russia to come into this conflict, but
at the same time make them understand
that they cannot win by violence, that
they cannot subject other peoples to their
will through violence, and that America
will open wide and keep open wide the
door to bring this issue from the battle-
field to the negotiating table.

That is all that the President of the
United States is trying to do, the one man
who has the power, the one man who has
the responsibility of making this decision.

Senators can sit here. They can de-
bate. They can say what they believe,
I daresay that if we are wrong on this
31st day of January 1966, we can come
into the Chamber tomorrow, the 1st day
of February 1966, and take another
guess.

But, the President of the Umted States
cannot have that second guess. -He has
to be right. He has to do what is right
in the eyes of the world, and what is right
for the safety of those 195,000 American
soldiers now in Vietnam,

It is debatable whether we should have
gone into Vietham when we did, in the
first place. But, the fact is that we are
. there now, and that we are holding a bull

by the tail. We have such a divergence
of opinion in this body as to emphasize
the task of the man at 1600 Pennsylvania
Avenue, and I wish to join my colleagues
in saying here, on the afternoon of Jan-
uary 31, 1966, that I pray to God that
Lyndon Johnson is righit. I pray to God
that he will do the things that must be
done to bring this issue from the battle-
field to the negotiating table.

I thank the President, and I thank my
colleagues.

Mr. HART.” Iam very grateful for the
comments of the Senator from Rhode
Island. There is one aspect which this
debate should not belabor, and which
the Senator from Rhode Island wisely
mentioned at the end of his remarks:
Should we have been in Vietnam in the
first place?

Argument on this point can be raised
in a number of ways. But the over-
whelming fact of life is that we are now
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there. It islike telling the pedestrian in
the middle of a 10-lane highway that he
should not be there. “Fine,” he will say,
“but how do I get out?”’

It is like a social worker telling the
troubled, abandoned mother of 13 chil-
dren, ‘“You should not have had so large
a family; you should have seen me 13
years ago.”

Let us not spin our wheels on what
might or should have been. The Presi-
dent cannot indulge in such luxury and
I think we should not. Much of value
has been spoken this morning and from
both sides of the aisle. Certainly no
comment will be of greater value than
the brief but elogquent observation by the
thoughtful majority leader, Mr. Mans-
FIELD. As we close this debate I want to
thank him and the distinguished Sen-
ator from Vermont [Mr. A1kEn] for set-
ting a theme which has encouraged
thoughti’ul comment,

DISTRICT OFFICIAL CRITICIZES
PROPOSED ABOLITION OF
SCHOOL MILK

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I
have been inviting the attention of Sen-
ators to the sad effect of the cut by the
Budget Bureau in school milk funds ap-
propriated by Congress and to the pro-
posed elimination of most of the school
milk program.

No justification has been given for this
slash. It would not save a penny for
the taxpayer. It would simply deprive
schoolchildren of milk and increase the
excess stocks of the Commodity Credit
Corporation.

Without leaving Washington, any
Member of Congress can see the stupid-
ity of this action.

Here in the District of Columbia, of-
ficials have followed an excellent and
unique policy—alone of American major
cities—by providing totally free milk
daily to all elementary public schoolchil-
dren and to children in participating
private schools regardless of economic
need.

Mrs. Aleta Swingle, District schools
food service director, has called this ac-
tion a “tremendous loss to the District.”

I ask unanimous consent that an arti-
cle in the Washington Star, reporting
Mrs. Swingle’s reaction, be printed at this
point in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorb,
as follows:

ScHooL AIp Rars PLAN To AsBorisy U.S.

MiLx SUBSIDY

A cut in the Federal milk subsidy for
school children proposed in President John-
son’s Department of Agriculture budget
would be a tremendous loss to the District,”
the District of Columbla, school food service..
director said today.”

The President’s budget proposes eliminat-
ing an average 3.19 cents per half-pint sub-
sidy on milk provided to all children regard-
less of need, and concentrating instead on
meaking totally free milk available to needy
children.

Mrs. Aleta E. Swingle, District schools food
service director, sald if the elimination of
the subsidy is accepted by Congress, elemen-
tary school children in the District who do
not qualify because of need would probably
have to buy thelr milk at & cents & half pint,
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.. The District has been unigque among ma-

- Jor cities in providing totally free milk daily

to all elementary public school children and
to children in participating private schools,
regardless of economic need.

A free half pint has been provided for
about 20 years and this school year a sec-
ond half pint was provided, financed mainly
by Federal impact ald funds. -

The District gets about $1 million from
the Federal subsidy, $275,000 from District
funds and $200,000 from impact aid funds
for the milk program. At the junior .and
sonior high school level milk is also sub-

sidized, but children pay 2 cents a half pint. Zm

BALL GIVES FIRST HISTORIC AND
GLOBAL JUSTIFICATION TFOR
UNITED STATES IN VIETNAM

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, in
the view of foreign policy experts, the
speech by TUnder Secretary of State
George Ball yesterday on Vietnam is of
first-rank importance.

It is-said that this speech by Under
Secretary Ball marks the first time the
Johnson administration has explained in
full detail its world view of why we are
in Vietnam.

The President has been an eloquent
and frequent defender of our policies in
Vietnam for many months.

But the Ball speech now puts the U.S.
involvement into full historic perspec-
tive.

In the administration’s view as ex-
pressed by Ball, we are not simply in
Vietnam to repel local aggression, or to
stop a militant Communist regime. We
are in Vietnam “to prevent the Commu-
nists from upsetting the fragile balance
of power through force or the use of
force.” )

Ball sees the closest historic analogy
to our position in Vietnam in the 1947-
48 war in Greece, when the clear aggres-
sion of the Communists was decisively
and successfully met by the Truman ad-
ministration.

Secretary Ball documents the conten-
tion that Vietnam is not a civil war, but
clear aggression by North Vietnam.,

Ball also emphasizes that if Commu-
nist China is allowed to move into Viet-
nam, it “would mean according to China
a status it had never been able to achieve
by its own efforts throughout the ages.”

The Under Secretary also calls our at-
tention to the fact that Communist Rus~
sia has changed since the United States
and Europe “built a dam’” to contain
Communist ambitions. Ball argues that,
given time, a containment policy in Asia,
holding back Chinese ambitions may
similarly bring “a peaceful relation with
the rest of the world.”

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- _
sent that this highly significant speech by
the Under Secretary of State be printed
at this point in the Recorp.

There being no objection, the speech
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

ADDRESS BY THE HONORABLE GEORGE W. BaLL,
UNDER SECRETARY OF STATE, BEFORE THE
NORTHWESTERN UNIVERSITY ALUMNI ASSO-~
CIATION, Evansrow, ILL., JANUARY 30, 1966
Sooner or later the time will come when

each of you will experience my sense of shock

when, your generous invitation led me to
count up the years since I first became an

\
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alumnus of Northwestern University. I took
my degree from the undergraduate school
in 1930. More than a third of a century has
passed since that time.

‘That period of more than one-third of &
century has been a fortunate time in which
to live, an exciting time of change and fer-
ment—particularly for an American. For
during that third of a century our country
ceased to be a voice offstage and moved to
the center of world affairs.

When I received my first degree from
Northwestern University many Americana
pretended that the rest of the world did not
exist. We were still bemused by isolationism
a5 we had been ever since we rejected the
League of Nations in the early twenties. We
were self-centered and self-deluding-—so
much so that when we faced the spectacle
of the Western World in flames from Hitler’s
lunatic ambitions, many Americans quite
solemnly contended that this was none of
our aifair.

But history has forced us to grow up. We
have faced the harsh realities of danger and
responsibility—and acquitted ourselves
with honor and courage, as befits a great
power.

For we are indubitably a great power to-
day—a very ditferent country from what we
were in 1930--a wiser, more mature, and more
responsible country. Our economy is four
times as large—our role in world affairs many
times as great.

Most of the western European nations——
which in the thirtles controlled vast areas
of the globe—are today largely preoccupied
with their own affairs. Today we garrison
the distant outposts of the world, not in sup-
port of colonial interests, but in fulfillment
of world responsibilities. Six hundred thou-
sand of our countrymen are in uniform over-
seas. We are providing some form of eco-
nomic assistance to more than 95 countries.
And an America once determined to keep out
of entangling alliances now has more than
40 zllies on five continents.

Today also we are tighting a shooting war
in a country that until recently for most
Americans was only an exotic place-name on
the map of a distant continent.

Qur engagement Iin Vietnam is but one
aspect of the world role we are playlng. But
hecause we are spending both lives and re-
sources in that faraway land because the lg-
sue being decided profoundly affects our for-
tunes and our future, I should like to talk
with you today about how we got there and
why we must stay.

‘'he beginning of wisdom with regard to
Vietnam is to recognize that what Americans
are fighting for in the jungles and rice
paddies of that unhappy land is not a local
conflict, an isolated war that has meaning
only for one part of the world.

We can properly understand the struggle
in Vietham ouly if we recognize it for what
if; is, part of a vast and continuing struggle
in which we have been engaged for more
thnn two decades.

V.ike most of the conflicts that have plagued
the world in recent years, the conflict in Viet-
nam is a preduct of the great shifts and
changes triggered by the Second World War.
Out of the war, two continentwide powers
cmerged, the United States and the Soviet
Union. The colonial systems through which
the nations of Western Europe had governed
more than a third of the people of the world
were, opc by one, dismantled. The Soviet
Union under Stalin embarked on a reckless
course of seeking to extend Communist
power. An Iron Curtain was erected to en-
close large areas of the globe. At the same
time, man was learning to harness the power
of the exploding sun, and technology made
racckery of time and distance.

The result of these vast changes-—cora-
pressed within the breathless span of two
decades—was to bring about a drastic rear-
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rangement of the power structure of the
‘world.

'This rearrangement of power has resulted
in a very uneasy equilibrium of forces.

For even while the new national boundaries
were still being marked on the map, the
Boviet Union under Stalin exploited the con-
fusion to push out the perimeter of its
power and influence in an effort to extend
the outer limits of Communist domination
by foree or the threat of force.

‘This process threatened the freedom of the
world. It had to be checked and checked
quickly. By launching the Marsh:ll plan to
restore economic vitality to the nations of
Western Europe and by forming NATQO—a
powertul Western alliance reinforced by U.S.
resources and military power—America and
the free nations of Europe built a dam to
hold back the further encroachment of Com-
munist ambitions.

This decisive action succeeded brilliantly.
NATO, created in 1949, stopped the spread
of communism over Western Europe and
the northern Mediterranean. But the world
was given no time to relax. The victory of
the Chinese Communists in that same year
posed a new threat of Communist expan-
sion against an Asia in ferment. Just as
the Western World had mobilized its resist-
ance against Communist force in Europe,
we had to create an effective counterforce
in the Far East if Communist domination
were not to spread like a lava flow over the
whole arec.

The first test came quickly in Xorea.
There the United Nations forces--predomi-
nantly American—stopped the drive of
Communist North Korea, supported by ma-
teriel from the Soviet Union. It stopped a
vast Chinese Army that followed. It brought
to a halt the Communist drive to push out
the line that had been drawn and to estab-
lish Communist control over the whole
Korean peninsula.

The Korean war was fought from a central
conviction—+that the best hope for freedom
and security in the world depended on
maintaining the integrity of thie postwar
arrangements. Stability could be achieved
only by making sure that the Communist
world did not expand by destroying those
arrangements by force and threat—and
thius upsetting the precarious power balance
between the two sides of the Iron Curtain.

It was this conviction that led io our firm
stand in Korea, It was this conviction that
led America, in the years Immedintely after
Korea, to build a barrier around the whole
periphery of the Communist world by en-
couraging in the creation of a series of alli-
ances and commitments from the eastern
edge of the NATO area to the Pucific.

Tha SEATO treaty that was sighed in
1964 was part of that barrier, that structure
of alliances. It was ratified by the Senate
by a vote of 82 to 1.

Under that treaty and its protocol, the
United States and other treaty partners gave
their joint and several pledges to guarantee
existing boundaries—including the line of
demarcation between North and South Viet-
nam established when the French relin-
quished their control over Indochina.
Since then three Presidents have reinforced
that guarantee by further commitments
given directly to the Republic of Vietnam.
And on August 10, 1964, the Senale by a vote
of 88 to 2 and the House by a vote of 416 to 0
adopted a joint resolution decliring their
support for these commitments.

Today we are living up to those commit-
ments by helping South Vietnam defend
itself from the onslaught of Communist
force—just as we helped Iran in 1046, Greece
and Turkey in 1947, Formosa an:d Korea in
1950, and Berlin since 1948.

The bloody encounters in the highlands
around Pleiku and the rice padidies of the
Mekong Delta are thus in a real sense battles
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and skirmishes In a continuing war to pre-
vent one Communist power after another
from violating internationally recognized
boundary lines fixing the outer limits of
Communist dominion,

When we think of Vietnam, we think of
Korea. In Vietnam, as in Korea, the Com-
munists In one part of a divided country
lying on the periphery of China have sought
by force to gain dominion over the whole.
But in terms of tactics on the ground Greece
is a closer analogy. For there, 20 years ago.
as in South Vietnam today, the Communists
sought to achieve their purpose by what is
known in their lexicon as a war of national
liberation.

They chose this method of aggression both
in Greece and Vietnam because tactics of ter-
ror and sabotage, of stealth and subversion.
give a great advantage to a disciplined and
ruthless minority, particularly where, as in
those two countries, the physical terrain
made concealment easy and impeded the use
of heavy weapons.

But the Communists also have a more
subtle reason for favoring this type of ag-
gression. It creates in any situation an ele-
ment of confusion, a sense of ambiguity thas
can, they hope, so disturb and divide free
men as to prevent them from making com-
mon cause against it.

This ambiguity is the central point of de-
bate in the discussions that have surrounded
the South Vietnam problem. Is the war in
South Vietnam an external aggression from
the North, or is it an indigenous revolt?
This is a guestion that Americans quite
properly ask—and one to which they deserve
a satisfactory answer. It is a question which
we who have official responsibilities have
necessarily probed in great depth. For if the
Vietnam war were merely what the Commu-
nists say it is, an indigenous rebellion, then
the United States would have no business
taking sides in the conflict and helping onc
side to defeat the other by force of arms.

The evidence on the character of the Viet-
nam war is voluminous. Its meaning seems
clear enough: The North Vietnamese re-
gime in Hanoi systemically created the Viet-
cong forces; it provides their equipment; it
mounted the guerrilla war—and it controls
that war from Hanoi on a day-to-day basis.

The evidence shows clearly enough that—-
at the time of French withdrawal—when
Vietnam was divided in the settlement of
1954, the Communist regime in Hanoi never
intended that South Vietnam should de-
velop In freedom. Many Communists fight-
ing with the Viet Minh army were directed
to stay in the south, to cache away their
arms, and to do everything possible to under-
mine the Bouth Vietnamese Government.
Others—B80,000 in all-—were ordered to the
north for training in the North Vietnamese
Army.

The evidence is clear enough also that the
Communist rulers of the north resorted to
guerrilla warfare in South Vietnam only
when the sucecess of the South Vietnam Gov-
ernment persuaded them that they could nct
achieve their designs by subversion alone.

In September 1960, the Laoc Dong Party--
the Communist Party in North Vietnam--—
held its third party congress in Hanoi. That
congress called for the creation of a front
organization to undertake the subversion
of South Vietnam. Within 2 or 3 months
thereafter, the National Liberation Frort
was established to provide a political facade
for the conduct of an active guerrilla war.
Beginning early that year the Hanoi regime
began to infiltrate across the demarcation
line the disciplined Communists whom the
party had ordered north at the time of the
settlement. In the intervening period since
1954 those men had been trained in the arts
of proselytizing, sabotage and subversion.
Now they were ordered to conscript young
men from the villages by force or persuasion
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and to form cadres around which guerrilla
units could be built.

Beginning over a year ago, the Communists
apparently exhausted their reservoir of
southerners who had gone north. Since then
the greater number of men inflltrated into
the south have been native-born North
Vietnamese. Most recently, Hanol has be-
gun to infiltrate elements of the North Viet-
pamese Army in Increasing larger numbers.
Todeay, there is evidence that nine regiments
of regular North Viethamese forces are fight-
ing In organized units in the south.

I mention these facts—which are familiar
enough to most of you—because they are
fundamental to our pollcy with regard to
Vietnam, These facts, 1t seems to us, make
it clear beyond question that the war in
South. Vietnam has few of the attributes of
an indigenous revolt. It is a cynical and
systematic aggression by the North Viet-
namese regime agalnst- the people of South
Vietnam. It is one further chapter in the
long and brutal chronicle of Communist ef-
forts to extend the periphery of Communist
power by force and terror.

This point is at the heart of our determi-
nation to stay the course in the bloody con-
test now underway in South Vietnam. It
also necessarily shapes our position with re
gard to negotlations. :

The President, Secretary Rusk, and all
spokesmen. for the administration have stated
again and again that the United States is
prepared to join in unconditional discus-
sions of the Viethamese problem in an effort
to bring about a satisfactory political solu-
tlon. But so far the regime in Hanoi has
refused to come to the bargaining table
except on the basis of quite unacceptable
conditions. One among several such condi-
tions, ‘but one that has been widely de-
bated in the United States, is that we must
recognize the National Liberation Front as
the representative, indeed, as the sole repre-
sentative, of the South Vietnamese people.

Yet to recognize the Natlonal Liberation
Front in such a ecapacity would do violence
to the truth and betray the very people
whose liberty we are fighting to secure. The
National Liberation Front is not a political
entity expressing the will of the people of
South Vietnam-—or any substantial element
of the South Vietnamese population. It 1s a
facade fabricated by the Hanol regime to
confuse the issue and elaborate the myth
of an indigenous revolt.

History is not obscure on this matter. As
I noted earlier, the creation of the front was
announced by the North Vietnam Commu-
nist Party—the Lao Dong Party—in 19860,
soon after the North Vietnam military leader,
General Gilap announced that: “The north
is the revoluntionary base for the whole
country.” But the Hanol regime, while ap-
plauding its creation, has taken little pains
to give the ‘front even the appearance of
authenticlity.

The individuals proclaimed as the leaders
of the front are not personalities widely
known to the South Viethamese people—
or, indeed, to many members of the Vietcong.
They are not revolutionary heroes or na-
tlonal figures, They have little meaning to
the ordinary Vietcong soldler who fights
and dies in the jungles and rice paddies,

Instead, the names he carrles into battle
are those of “Uncle Ho,” Ho Chi Minh, the
President of the North Vietnamese regime,
and General Giap, 1ts military hero. When
Vietcong prisoners are asked during interro-
gation whether they are members of the
National Liberation Front, they customarily
reply that they owe alleglance to the IL.ao
Dong—the Communist Party of North Viet-
nam—which is the equivalent of the Hanoi
Communist regime.

The front, then, 1s unmistakably what its
name implies, & Communist front organiza~
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tion created to mask the actlvities of Hanol
and to further the illusion of an indigenous
revolt. .

The name of the organization was care-
fully chosen, It bears the same name as the
National Liberation Front of Algeria. But
there the resemblance ends, for the Algerian
front did, in fact, represent a substantial part
of the Algerian population. It played a
meajor role in an insurgency that was clearly
an Indigenous movement and not an aggres-
sion imposed from outside.

The Algerian Front, moreover, commanded
the respect and, indeed, the obedience of
the people. When it called a strike, the
city of Algiers virtually closed down. By
contrast, the front in Vietham has shown its
flctional character by revealing its own im-
potence. On two occaslons, 1t has called for
a general strike. These calls have been to-
tally ignored by the people of South Viet-
nam.

The Algerian front was a vital force in the
Algerian community. It secured the overt
allegiance of the old, established Moslem
groups and leaders. As the revolt progressed,

Moslems serving in the Algerian Assembly -

and even in the French Parliament an-
nounced their support for the front.

But the front In Vietnam has utterly failed
in its efforts to attract the adherence of any
established group within the soclety—wheth-
er Buddhist, Christian, or any of the sects
that form substantial elements in Viet-
namese life,

Quite clearly, the people of South Vietnam,
it they are aware of the front at all, know
it for what it is: the political cover for a
North Vietnamese effort to take over the
south—Iin practical effect, the southern arm
of the North Vietnamese Communist Party.

To be sure, the Vietcong military forces in-
clude & numher of indigenous southerners
under northern control. Nelther the United
States nor the South Vietnamese Govern-
ment has ever questioned that fact. But the
composition of the Vietcong military forces
1s not the lssue when one discusses the role
of the front. The issue 1s whether the front
has any color of claim as a political entity
to represent these Indigenous elements.

_The evidence makes clear that it does not.
It is purely and simply a factitious organiza-
tion created by Hanol to reinforce a fiction.
To recognize it as the representative of the
South Vietnamese population would be to
glve legitimacy to that fiction.

The true party in interest on the enemy
side—the entity that has launched the attack
on the South Vietnamese Government for its
own purposes, the entity that has created,
controlled, and supplied the fighting forces
of the Vietcong from the beginning-—is the
North Vietnamese regime in Hanol. And
it is fellure of that regime to come to the
bargaining table that has so far frustrated
every effort to move the problem of South
Vietham from a military to a political
solution.

In splte of these clear realities, we have
not taken, nor de we take, an obdurate or
unreasoning attitude with regard to the
front. The President sald in his state of the
Union message, “We will meet at any con-
ference table, we will discuss any proposals—
4 polnts, or 14, or 40—and we will consider
the views of any group” and that, of course,
includes the front along with other groups.

As the President has also sald, this false
issue of the front would never prove an insur-
mountable problem If Hanol were prepared
for serious negotiations. But we cannot, to
advance the political objectives of the Com-
munist reglme in Hanol, give legitimacy to &
spurlous organization as though 1t spoke for
the people of South Vietnam.

A European friend once critlcally observed
that Americans have “a sense of mission but
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‘ho sense of history.” That accusation is, I
think, without warrant. : :

We do have a sense of history and it is that
which enables us to view the war in South
Vietnam for what it is. We Americans know
that it 1s not, as I have sald earlier, a local
conflict; 1t is part of a continuing struggle
to prevent the Communists from upsetting
the fragile balance of power through force or
-the threat of force.

To succeed in that struggle we must resist
every Communist effort to destroy by aggres-
slon the boundaries and demarcation lines
established by the postwar arrangements.
We cannot pick and choose among these
boundaries. We cannot defend Berlin and
yield Korea. We cannot recognize one com-
miltment and repudiate another without tear-
Ing and weakening the entire structure on
which the world’s security depends.

Some thoughtful critics of our Vietnamese
poliey both in Europé and America challenge
this. They maintain that the West should
not undertake to defend the integrity of all
lines of demarcation even though they may
be underwritten in formal treaties. They
contend that many of these lines are unna-
tural since they do not conform to the geo-
political realities as they see them. They
contend in particular that—since the passing
of colonialism—the Western powers have rio
business mixing in the affailrs of the Asian
meinland. They imply that, regardiess of our
commitments, we should not try to prevent
Red China from establishing its hegemony
over the east Asian landmass south of the
Soviet Union,

Proponents of this vlew advance two prin-
cipal arguments to support their thesis,
They contend that the very welght of Chinese
power, its vast population, and its consequent
ahility to mobilize Immense mass armise en-
titles 1t to recognition as the controlling force
of southeast Asla.

As a second reason for acknowledging the
Chinese hegemony, they contend that for
centuries China has maintained a dominant
cultural and political influence throughout
the area. -

They claim, therefore, that southeast Asia
les within the Chinese sphere of influence
and that we should let the Chinese redraw
the lines of demarcation to suit themselves
without regard to the wishes of the southeast
Aslan people.

This argument, 1t seems to me, does not
provide an acceptable basis for U.S, policy.

The assertion that China through hun-
dreds of years of history has held sway over
southeast Asia 1s simply not accurate. Suc-
cesslve Chinese Empires sought by force to
establish such sway, but they never succeeded
In doing s0, except in certain sectors for linmi-
ited periods. For the people of southeast
Asta have, over the centuries, shown an ob-
stinat e Insistence on shaping their own
destiny which the Chinese have not been able
to overcome.

To adopt the sphere of Influence approach
now advocated would, therefore, not mean
allowing history to repeat itself, It would
mean acéording to China a status 1t had
never been able to achieve by its own efforts
throughout the ages. It would mean sen-
tencing the people of southeast Asia against
thelr will to indefinite servitude behind the
Bamboo Curtain. And it would mean turn-
ing our back on the principles that have
formed the basis of Western policy in the
whole postwar era. '

Nor can one seriously insist that geograph-
ical propinquity establishes the Chinese
right to dominate. At a time when man can

.clrcle the earth in 80 minutes, there is little

1o support such a literal commitment to 19th-
century geopolitics. It is a dublous policy
that would permit the accidents of geography
to deprive peoples of thelr right to determine
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thelr own future free from external force.
The logic of that policy has dark implica-
tlons. It would rationalize the greed of great
powers. It would imperil the prospects for
developing and maintaining an equilibrium
of power in the world.

The principles of the United Nations Char-
ter are doctrinally more in tune with the
aspirations of 20th-century man.

This does not mean, however, that the
political shape of the world should be re-
garded as frozen in an intractable pattern;
that the boundaries established by the post-
war arrangements are necessarily sacrosanch
and immutable. Indeed, some of the lines of
demarcation drawn after the Second World
war were explicitly provisional and were to
be finally determined in political settlements
yet to come. This was true in Germany, in
Korea and In South Vietnam as well.

But those settlements have not yet been
achieved, and we cannot permit their resolu-
tion to be pre-empted by force. This is the
jasue in Vietnam. This is what we are fight-
ing for. This is why we are there.

We have no ambition to stay there any
longer than is necessary. We have made
repeatedly clear that the United States seeks
no territory in southeast Asia. We wish no
military bases. We do not desire to destroy
the regime in Hanol or to remake 1t in a
Western pattern. The United States will not
retain American forces in South Vietnam
once peace is assured. The countries of
southeast Asia can be nonalined or neu-
tral, depending on the will of the people.
‘We support iree elections in South Vietnam
as soon as violence has been eliminated and
the South Vietnamese people can vote with-
out intimicdation. We look forward to free
elections—and we will accept the result as a
demacratic people are accustomed to do. Yet
we have little doubt about the outcome, for
we are contident that the South Vietnamese
who have fought hard for their freedom will
nat be the first people to give up that free-
dom to communism in a free exercise of
self-determination.

Whether the peoples of the two parts of
Vietnam will! wish to unite is again for them
Lo decide as soon as they are in a position to
do o freely. Like other options, that of re-
uniiication must be preserved.

I'n the long run our hopes for the people
of South Vietnam reflect our hopes for peo-
ple everywhere. What we seek 1s a world
living in peace and freedom, a world in
which the cold war, with its tensions and
conilicts, can recede into history. We are
seeking to build a world in which men and
nations will recognize and act upon a
strongly shared interest in peace and in in-
ternational cooperation for the common
good.

We should not despalr of these objectives
even though at the moment they seem rather
unreal and ldealistic. For we would make a
mistake to regard the cold war as a perma-
nent phenomenon. After all, it was less
than two decades ago that Winston Church.-
1l first announced in Fulton, Mo., that “From
Sitettin in the Baltic to Trieste in the Adri-
atic an Iron Curtain has descended across
the continent.” And two decades are only
a moment in the long sweep of history.

Liuring the intervening years major
changes have taken place on both sides of
the Iron Curtain. A schism has developed
wilthin the Communist world. The Soviet
Union has become the second greatest in-
dustrial power. ‘The Soviet people have be-
gun to acquire a stake in the status quo,
and after the missile crisis of 1962 the So-
viet, Union has come face to face with the
realities of power and destruction in the
nuclear age and has recognized the awesome
fact that in the 20th century a war between
great powers is a war without victory for
anyone.
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The changes taking place within the So-
viet Union and among the nations of Eastern
Europe are at once a reality and a promise.

Over time—and in a world of rapid and
pervasive change the measurement of time
is difficult indeed-—we may look forward to a
comparable development within Communist
China, a maturing process that w:ll deflect
{he policies of Peiping from bellicose actions
t0 a peaceful relatlon with the rest of the
world.

After all, it is not the American purpose
simply to preserve the status quo. ‘L'hat was
not our history and that is not our destiny.
What we want to preserve is the freedom of
choice for the peoples of the world. We will
take our chances on that,

WAR ON FAMINE

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr, President, to-
day’s issue of the Washington Drily News
carries a fine editorial ‘“The War on
Famine” discussing my proposal to use
America’s productive capacity to alle-
viate hunger in the world.

T am especially pleased that ihe News
studied the proposal carefully and com-
ments on my suggestion cf a Farmers’
Corps to help food-deficit countries in-
crease their own production by using
the varied tools and methods we have de~
veloped in this country.

The editor is right when ne concludes
that all our agricultural productivity
could not stave off the world famine
ahead—that we also must comhine food
assistance with know-how to stimulate
production by the hungry nations them-
selves.

Our food can also be used to encourage
population control measures and speed
this second method of averting a food
and population crisis.

I ask unanimous consent, Mr. Presi-
dent, to have the Daily News editorial
printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

{From the Washington (D.C.) Duaily News,
Jan. 31, 1966]
THE WaR OoN FAMINE

Vvietnam overshadows other issues at this
time but Congress later in the session must
come to grips with the combined problem of
mounting hunger in the underdeveloped
world plus a costly and wasteful agricultural
policy here at home.

Our food-for-peace program Iln the words
of Senator GrorgE McGOVERN, of south Da-
kota, is “an ingenlous combinaticn of self-
interest and idealism.” Self-interest because
it avoids storage charges on vast surpluses,
idealism bhecause it promotes the comfort-
ing feeling that we are relievirg hunger
abroad.

But our surpluses are diministing. The
wheat stockpile has been reduced (rom 1,245
million bushels In the 1957-61 period to
something more than 800 million hushels as
of today. A reserve of something over a half-
billion bushels—a year’s domestic consump-
tion-—is considered essential tc national
security.

Senator McGoverN has legislation before
Congress completely changing the shape of
the farm-subsidy program. In brief he
would take the wraps off production, have
the Government buy the increased surpluses
over naticnal needs and give the food away
abroad. He figures this wouldn’'t ccst any
more than present subsidies which are
designed to hold down production.
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But even Senator McGoverN would admit,
we think, that even top U.8. agricultural
production could not feed the hungry
world—couldn’t even stave off the coming
world famine which soon 1s to be caused by
the overproduction of human beings plus
the underproduction of food. And even il
we could produce the food, there aren’t
enough ships to carry it.

Then there is the book by two American
agronomists, William and Paul Paddcck,
urging that foreign ald concentrate on in-
creasing food production-—instead of steel
mills—in the “Hungry Nations.” They hold
that our gifts of food do a disservice to the
recipient nations by encouraging population
growth which cannot be sustained.

We think there is a lot to this argument,
though there is not even a remote chance
that the United States will withhold food
from famine arcas in any effort to regulate
populations. And even if birth control pro-
grams succeed beyond the wildest dreams,
they cannot work fast enough to stave off
disaster.

There may be at least a partial solution, it
seems to us, in one of Senator McGOVEEN'S
propositions. He would set up an American
organization along the lines of the Peace
Corps, composed of retired farmers and
other experts In modern agricultural meth-
ods who would be willing to serve abroad for
limited  periods, teaching agricultural
science.

Senator McGoveErN is from a farm State.
He was President Kennedy’'s food for peace
administratcr. He sees, as the hope for the
world’s hungry peoples, fertilizers, pesticides.
better tools, improved Irrigation methods.
hybrid seeds, farm-to-market roads, rural
education. His arguments make a great
deal of sense, as they concern both foreign
ald and the domestic economy. They
should get serious study before the end of

this st[s\s‘siy/ of Congress.

\/(]!E PRESIDENT’'S DECISION ON
THE TRAGIC WAR IN VIETNAM

Mr. KENNEDY of New York. Mr.
President, the President has made his
decision. In this time of crisis, he will
have the support of Americans as he
seeks an end to the tragic war in Viet-
nam. I welcome especially his announce-
ment of new initiatives in the United
Nations.

But obviously the resumption of bomb-
ing in the North is not a policy. And we
should not delude ourselves that il offers
a painless rethod of winning the war.

Our objectives in Vietnam can be
gained only by what we do in the South---
by what we do to show the people of that
unhappy land that there is a difference-—-
that this is their war-—that the defeat o
the Vietcong will lead to a better life for
themselves and for their children.

And there are many indications that
we have not yet even begun to develop &
program to make these objectives a re-
ality. Just as an example, the Washing-
ton Star reported, on January 24:

In Long An, one of Vietnam’s maost fertile
provinces, more than 85 percent of the peas-
ant population are tenants. This land-
ownership pattern may help explain why,
despite a tremendous cost in lives and ma-
terial, the war in Long An is no closer to
being won that it was several years ago.

L] L3 * * *

(Yet) the rice-rich heartland of the Saigon
region and the upper Mekong Delta, linked
together by Long An, remains the prize for
which the war 1s being fought. Here, in less
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than 14 provinces, live almost two-thirds of
the 15 million South Vietnamese * * %,
American military and civilian advisers agree
there are more Vietcong than a year ago.

Most impottant in Long An, however, gov-

ernment and the mass of peasantry still seem
to be on opposing sides.
. - L] * -

.Land is of such paramount importance
here that the Vietcong allow only the land-
less or very poor farmers to command guer-
rilla units or qualify as parfy members. The
provincial government’s social order 1s the
exact reverse, Most of the military officers,
civil servants, and community leaders come
from the landowning gentry.

In the delta, out of 1.2 million farms, only
260,000 are owner-operated * * *. Some
3,000 rich Saigon famlilies still are the big
landowners.

And the day before, the Washington
Post told us:
The village chief, a 35-year-old former

Army officer nhamed Do Hun Minh * * * ex- -

plained through an interpreter that only
four village youngsters since the year 1950
have been in high school. No youngster in
the village has ever attended college. “The
Vietnamese Government continues to sup-
port an exclusive educational system in a
revolutionary war,” says (Richard) Burn-
ham (the U.S. ald mission province repre-
sentative). “All this is the preservation of
privilege. It is madness and until 1t is
changed most of our efforts will be mar-
ginal.” ‘Those other efforts * * * are con-
siderable. USOM pumps about half a mil-
lion dollars a year into Bienhoa (province),
arranging for medical teams and technical
assistance, and building dams, schoolrooms,
a potable water system, an orphanage, three
fish markets, two electricity systems.

But knowledgable Americans here say that
the Vietcong still offer the only outlet for a
bright boy. from the villages. The static
nature of Sondong assures that there 15 no
legitimate route out of the rice paddy. The
rural children cannot be officers, administra-
tors, or district chiefs.

To such conditions, mihtary actlon in
the South or in the North is no answer.
* Military action is needed to allow social
reform -to take place. But if American
soldiers are to fight and die to buy time
for the Government of South Vietnam,
that time must be used.

It is absolutely urgent that we now act
to institute new programs of education,
land reform, public health, political par-
ticipation—and that we act to insure
honest administration. In my judgment
the development and implementation of
such a program would offer far more
promise of achieving our aims in Viet-
nam than any other steps we could
take—including the bombing of the
North.

As I have emphasized repeatedly, and
I state again, our military effort will
mean nothing if it is not followed by a
successful pacification effort which In-
spires the people of South Vietnam.

But we have not yet made the effort
necessary.

‘We are spending far more on military
efforts than on all the education, land
reform, and welfare programs which
might convince a young South Vietna-
mese that his future is not best served by
the Communists.

And the best talent and brains in our
Government are focussed far more on
military action than they are on pro-
grams which migh{ help the people of
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South Vietnam—and in the long run,
help our effort as well.

This imbalance must change.

For if we regard bombing as the answer
in Vietnam—we are headed stralght for
disaster. In the past, bombing has not
proved a decisive weapon against a rural
economy—or against a guerrilla army.

And the temptation will now be to
argue that if limited bombing does not
produce a solution, that further bombing,
more extended military action, is the
answer. The danger is that the decision
to resume may become the first in a series
of steps on a road from which there is
no turning back—a road which leads to
catastrophe for all mankind. That can-
not be permitted to happen.

As we move into this new phase of the
war, the President will need the support
and encouragement of the American peo-
ple. To be effective, however, both the
Congress and the citizens of this country
will have to be kept fully Informed about
the actions of the United States and the
developments in Vietnam.

I believe he will have this support even
where there might be some differences
of emphasis or policy. This should be

clearly understood in both Hanoi and

Peiping.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages in writing from the President
of the United States were communicated
to the Senate by Mr. Ratchford, one of
his secretaries.

REPORT OF NATIONAL SCIENCE
FOUNDATION—MESSAGE FROM
THE PRESIDENT (H. DOC. NO. 372)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. laid before
the Senate the following message from
the President of the United States,
which, with the accompanying report,
was referred to the Committee on Labor
and Public Welfare:

To the Congress of the United States:

Isaid in my state of the Union message
this year that, “We must change to mas-
ter change.”

Failing that, this Nation will surely
become a casualty to the relentless tide
of history. For in assessing our pros-
pects, we must remember that mankind
faces not one but many possible futures.
‘Which future our children’s children en-
joy—or endure—depends in large meas-
ure on our ability to adjust to the needs
of the times.

But change comes not of itself. Nel-
ther the requirement for change nor the
desire for change will see us through., In
a complex world—egrowing more complex
every year—only knowledge can keep us
apace.

We must achieve a better understand-
ing of our environment and our place in
that environment.

We must continue to unloek the secrets

of the earth below us, the sea around us,"

and the heavens above us.

And we must intensify our search into
the very meaning of life itself.

It is not too much to say that every
aspect of our lives will be affected by the
success of this effort. The military and
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economic strength of our Nation, and the
health, the happiness, and the welfare
of our citizens all are profoundly influ-~
enced by the limits—and potentialities—
of our scientific program.

In the furtherance of this program, no
organization, agency, or institution has
had a more profound or lasting influence
than the National Science Foundation.
The establishment of this Foundation by
the Congress, 15 years ago, was one of the
soundest investments this Nation ever
made.

In the field of basic research, many of
the major scientific breakthroughs of our
time would have been impossible—or at
the very least, much longer in coming—
had it not been for National Science
Foundation grants in the basic sciences.

In the field of education, it is enough
to say that more than half of all our high
school teachers have now received vital
refresher training through the Founda-
tion’s education program.

In the classrooms, the Foundation has
played a major role in modernizing sci-
entific curricula to make them responsive
to our age. - i

And in a more recent activity, the
Foundation has launched a program to
strengthen the science departments of
many of our smaller universities
throughout the Nation by providing new
laboratories, modern equipment, and fel-
lowships to promising graduate students.

It should be emphasized that the role
of the National Science Foundation is
to aid, not to arbitrate. But through its
aid—skil]fully administered and intelli-
gently applied—it has brought American
sclence to a new level of excellence.

This, the 15th Annual Report of the
Natlona,l Science Foundation, reflects
another year of scientific growth and
progress, and I am pleased to commend
it to the attention of the Congress. It
mirrors e past and illuminates the
future.

It is the story of change—to master
change,

LyNpON B. JOHNSON.

Tue WHITE HOUSE, January 29, 1966,

REPORT ON AERONAUTICS AND
SPACE ACTIVITIES — MESSAGE
"FROM THE PRESIDENT (H. DOC.
NO. 37D

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be-
fore the Senate the following message
Irom the President of the United States,
which, with the accompanying report,
was referred to the Committee on Aero-
nautical and Space Sciences:

To the Congress of the United States:

The record of American accomplish-
ments in aeronautics and space during
1965 shows it to have been the most suc-
cessful year in our history.

More spacecraft were orbited than in
any previous year. Five manned Gemini
flights were successfully launched.

Our astronauts spent more hours in
space than were flown by all of our
mannéd spacecraft until 1965. Ten as-
tronauts logged a total of 1,297 hours 42
minutes in space. )

The flve manned flights successfully
achieved included a walk in space, and
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the first rendezvous between two manned
spacecralts.

A scientitic spacecraft completed a 325-
million-mile, 228-day trip to Mars.
Mauriner 4 thereby gave mankind its first
closeup view of another planet.

The Ranger series, begun in 1961,
reached its zenith with two trips to the
moon that yielded 13,000 closeup pic-
tures of that planet, ‘I'he entire Ranger
series produced 17,000 photographs of
the moon’s surface which are being
studied now be experts throughout the
world.

iqually important were the contribui-
ticns of our space program to life here on
carth. Launching of Early Bird, the first
commercial communication satellite
brought us measurably closer to the goal
of instantaneous communication between
all points on the globe. Research and de-
velopment in our space program con-
tinued to speed progress in medicine, in
weather prediction, in electronics—and,
indeed, in virtually every aspect of Amer-
ican science and technology.

AS our space program continues, the
impact of its developments on everyday
life becomes daily more evident. It con-
tinues Lo stimulate our cducation, im-
prove our material well-being, and
broaden the horizons of knowledge. It is
also a powerful force for peace.

‘I'he space program of the United
States today is the largest effort ever
undertaken by any nation to advance the
[vontiers of human knowledge. What we
are discovering and building today will
help solve many of the great problems
which an increasingly complex and
heavily populated world will face tomor-
TGW.

The year 1965—the year of Gemini,
Ranger, and Mariner—is a brilliant pref-
ace to the coming years of Apollo, sta-
tions in space and voyages to the planets.
I have great pride and pleasure in trans-
mitting this remarkable record to the
Congress that. through its enthusiastie
support., has made possible.

TyNnoN B. JOHNSON.

T Wi re Housk, January 31, 1966.

EXECUVYTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

As in executive session,

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be-
fore the Senate messages from the Presi-
dent of the United States submitting
sundry nominations, which were referred
o the appropriate commuitiees.

(For nominations this day received, sce
the end of Senate proceedings.)

O DER OF BUSINESS

‘T'he PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. CLARK
irt the chair). Is there further morning
Lusiness?

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I have a
short speech on section 14(b).

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, is
ihere further morning business?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further morning business? If there is no
further morning business, morning busi-
ness is closed; and, under the unanimous
consent agreement, the Chair lays before
ihe Senate the pending questions.

Awsrrerract Fer-Reles o DGO @ 4@ e Ol Ry
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FROPOSED REPEAL OF SECTION
14(b) OF THE NATIONAL LABOR
RELATIONS ACT, AS AMENDED

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the motion of the Senator from Mon-
tana [Mr. MansrFIeLn!l that the Senate
proceed to the consideration of the bill
(H.R. 77 to repeal section 141b) of the
National Labor Relations Act, as amend-
ed, and section 703(h> of the Labor-
Management Reporting Act oi 1959 and
to amend the first proviso of section 8
(a) (3) cf the National Labor Relations
wct, as amended.

Mr., PELL. Mr. President, the ques-
tion presently before the Senate is
whether it will proceed to the considera-
tion of H.R. 717, a bill which would repeal
scetion 14(b) of the Taft-Hartley Act.

Let us look at the record.

The Taft-Hartley Act of 1947 laid
down ceratin standards for a national
policy toward union security clauses in
cellective  bargaining agreements. It
prohibits the closed shiop in all industries
in or affecting interstate comimerce. It
allows labor and management. to nego-
tiate agreements for what is known as
the union shop—anyone may hbe hired,
but all must join the union and remain
in good standing after 30 days of employ-
ment, at least until the termination of
the contract. It allows anoither lesser
form of union security agreiment, the
agency shop which does not require any-
one to join a union, but does require as
a condition of employment, thut employ-
ccs pay to the union amounts equivalent
to the initiation fee and du:s paid by
union members.

The union shop, tlien, or some lesser
furm of it negotiated by labor and man-
agement, was adopted as national policy
because of its consistency with the gen-
eral policy toward labor originally estab-
lished by the Wagner Act. This policy
was to grant recognition to a s.ngle union
only, in each plant, company, or other
unit. for the purposes of collactive bar-
gaining. Basically, Congress wished to
avoid the disruptions of dual unionism,
and establish single jurisdictions in dis-
tinet crafts or separate shops.

In return, the union was required by
law to pargain collectively, without dis-
crimination, for all employces in the
unit. Every employee, whether a mem-
ber of the union, or not, was entitled to
the gains obtained by collective bargain-
ing

These are fine sounding words—Ilogi-
cal, orderly, consistent-—worrds express-
ing national policy, single unionism, ex-
clusive jurisdictions, collective bargain-
ing for the benefit of all.

Heetion 14 is the not-tno-well hid-
den joker in the deck.

National policy was nicely reaffirmed,
and then someone left the barn door
vpen, to allow State policy to supersede
that of the Federal Governnient.

Section 14(b) states:

Nothiag in this Act shall be construed as
authorizing the execution or application of
agreements requiring memberstip in a la-
ber organization as a condition of employ-
ment in any State or Territory in which such
execution or application is prohibited by
state cr YTerritorial luw.
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Section 14(b) allows the States and
territories to modify our national labor
policy if they choose to do so, in the di-
rection of further limiting negotiated
agreements requiring union membership.

Basically, 14(b) is the opening wedpe
to denigrate organized labor. It heas
become a symbol; to organized labor it is
the first true “gut” issue in years which,
if not resolved favorably, could kring
about a national right-to-work law; and
to the fanatics of the right wing, it is
the shining symbol of a false frecdom.

On the surface, there is the National
Right To Work Committee, founded in
1955 by . S. Dillard and Fred Haitley,
a coauthor of the Taft-Hartley Act.

Under the surface are the disruptirg
whisrers of the ignorant and ill-it-
fermed, the bigots and hatemongers.

The battlelines are clearly drawn.

With this blight, 14(b) off the statuie
Louoks, we can direct our cfforts toward
progressive causes. The repeal of 141
will not bring back the closed shop, as
some darkly hint, for that is specifically
declared illegal in Taft-Hartley. The
repeal of 14(b) will bring us back to our
established national policy with respect
to union security contracts, a policy we
witlessly departed from in 1947.

Secretary of Labor W. Willard Wirtz
in his excellent book entitled “Labor and
Public Interest,” stated with regard to
right-to-work laws that he “used to ask
my labor law classes a series of questions
at the opening session of the course.”

One question was:

Are you in favor of or opposed Lo the right-
to-work laws?

Two out of three said they favered
such laws. Then a later gquestior was
worded this way:

If an employer and a majority ol his em-
ployees agree with respect to whether all
employees should or should not become
members of the union, should the govern-
ment interfere, by law, with that decision?

Two-thirds of the class said they
would oppose such a law.

Eduecation apparently is the key to
understanding.

I believe that the Senate should have
the opportunity to vote on this issue. 1
believe that we should put an end to
the delaying tactics of those who oppose
repeal. I declare myself firmly in sup-
port of repeal, and will support every
effort to gain that objective.
RECESS UNTIL 10 COCLOCK

TOMORROW

Mr. HART. Mr, President, if there is
no further business to come bcfore the
Senate at this time, I move, pursuant
to the order previously entered, that the
Senate stand in recess until 10 o'clock
a.m. tomaorrow.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 1
o’clock and 6 minutes p.m.) the Scnate
took a recess, under the order previously
entered, until tomorrow, Tuesday, F:2b-
ruary 1, 1966, at 10 o’clock a.m.

NOMINATIONS

Lxecutive nominations received by the
Senate January 31 (egislative cay of
January 263, 1966:
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